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In offering to the English reader a new edition of — 
that part of Dr ZeuiEr’s Philosophie der Griechen 
which treats of Socrates and the imperfect Socratic 
Schools, the translator is not unaware of the diffi- 
culties of the task which he has undertaken. For if, 
on the one hand, such a translation be too literal, the 
reader may find it more difficult to understand than 
the original, and expend a labour in disentangling 
the thread of a sentence which were better spent in 
grasping its meaning. If, on the other hand, too 
much freedom be allowed, the charge may be justly 
preferred, that the rendering does not faithfully re- 
present the original. The present translator has en- 
deavoured to steer a middle course between these 
‘two extremes, aiming at reproducing the meaning of 
Dr ZELLER’s work, whilst reducing the sentences, 
where it seemed necessary, by breaking them up. -In 
order to avoid inaccuracies, he has once more care- 


vi PREFACE. 


fully gone over the whole, so that what is now offered 
as a second edition is really a new translation from 
the third German edition. 

The writer is well aware how imperfectly he has 
been able to realise his own standard of excellence ; 
but believing that there is a large class of students 
who find it a work of toil to read Dr ZELLER’s work 
in the original, he submits this attempt to meet 
their wants, soliciting for it a gentle criticism. | 


GLENFRIARS, TORQUAY: 
May, 1877. 
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PART LI. 


THE GENERAL STATE OF CULTURE IN GREECE. 


CHAPTER I. 


THE INTELLECTUAL DEVELOPMENT OF GREECE IN 
THE FIFTH CENTURY. 


THE intellectual life of Greece had reached a point 
towards the close of the fifth century, in which the 
choice lay before it of either giving up philosophy 
altogether, or attempting a thorough transformation 
upon a new basis. The older schools were not indeed 
wholly extinct ; but all dependence in their systems 
had been shaken, and a general disposition to doubt 
had set in. From the Sophists men had learnt to 
call everything in question—to attack or defend 
with equal readiness every opinion. Belief in the 
truth of human ideas, or in the validity of moral 
laws, had been lost. Not only enquiries respecting 
nature, which had engaged the attention of thinkers 
for upwards of a century and a half, had become 
distasteful, but even philosophy itself had given 
place to a mere superficial facility of thought and 
expression and the acquisition of attainments useful 
B 
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only for the purposes of social life. Yet this state 
of things naturally suggested the need of a new 
method, which would avoid the defects and one- 
sidedness of previous systems by a more cautious 
treatment of scientific questions. The way thereto 
had not only been indirectly prepared by the clear- 
ing away of previous speculation, but the very 
instrument of research had been sharpened by the 
quibbles and subtleties of sophistry ; ample material, 
too, for the erection of a new structure lay to hand 
in the labours of preceding philosophers. Moreover, 
by the practical turn which the Sophistic enquiries 
had taken, a new field of research was opened up, the 
more careful cultivation of which gave promise of a 
rich harvest for speculative philosophy. Would a 
creative genius be forthcoming, able to make use of 
these materials, and to direct thought into a new 
channel? Before this question Greek philosophy 
stood at the time when Socrates appeared. 

The answer was determined in great part by the 
course which political circumstances, moral life, and 
general culture had taken. Between these and philo- 
sophy the connection is at all times close; yet lately, 
in the case of the Sophistic teaching, it had been 
more than ever apparent. The most sweeping 
changes had taken place in the fifth century in 
Greece. Never has a nation had a more rapid or 
more brilliant career of military glory in union with 
high culture than had the Greeks. Yet never has 
that career been sooner over. First came the great 
deeds of: the Persian war, then the rich bloom of art 


ILLUSTRATED BY POLITICS. 


of the age of Pericles; following immediately that 
internal conflict which wasted the strength and 
prosperity of the free states of Greece in unhallowed 
domestic quarrels, which sacrificed anew the indepen- 
dence so hardly won from the foreigner, undermined 
her freedom, threw her moral notions into confusion, 
_ and irretrievably ruined the character of her people. 

A progress which elsewhere required centuries was in 
her case compressed within a few generations. When 
the pulse of national life beats so fast, the general 
spirit must be exposed to a quick and susceptible 
change ; and when so much that is great happens in 
so short a time, an abundance of ideas is sure to crop 
up, awaiting only a regulating hand to range them- 
selves into scientific systems. 

Of greatest importance for the future of philo- 
sophy was the position won by Athens since the close 
of the Persian war. In that great conflict the con- 
sciousness of a common brotherhood had dawned 
upon the Hellenes with a force unknown before. 
All that fancy had painted in the legend of the 
Trojan war seemed to be realised in actual history: 
Hellas standing as a united nation opposed to the 
East. The headship of this many-membered body 
had fallen in the main to Athens, and herewith that 
city had become the centre of all intellectual move- 
ments, ‘the Prytaneum of the wisdom of Greece.’ ! 
This circumstance had a most beneficial effect on 
the further development of philosophy. No doubt a 


} So called by Hippias in Pilato, Prot. 337, D, 
R2 
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tendency may be noticed in the several schools to come 
forth from their isolation; it maybe seen in the natural 
philosophers of the fifth century that an active inter- 
change of thought was being carried on between the 
East and the West of Greece; and nowthat the Sophists 
had begun to travel from one end to the other of the 
Hellenic world, to carry to Thessaly the eloquence of 
Sicily, to Sicily the doctrines of Heraclitus, these 
various sources of culture could not fail gradually to 
flow together into one mighty stream. Still it was of 
great importance that a solid bed should be hollowed 
out for this stream and its course directed towards a 
fixed end. This result was brought about by the rise 
of the Attic philosophy. After that, in Athens, as 
the common centre of the Grecian world, the various 
lines of pre-Socratic enquiry had met and crossed, 
Socrates was able to found a more comprehensive 
philosophy; and ever afterwards Greek philosophy 
continued to be so firmly tied to Athens, that down 
to the time of the New Academy that city was the 
birthplace of all schools historically important. It 
was even their last place of refuge before the final 
extinction of ancient philosophy. 

To make clear, by means of the literary remains 
we possess, the change which took place in the Greek 
mode of thought during the fifth century, and to 
estimate the worth and extent of the contributions 
yielded to philosophy by the general culture of the 
time, the great Athenian tragedians may be first 
appealed to. or tragedy is better suited than any 
other kind of poetry to arouse ethical reflection, to 
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pourtray the moral consciousness of a people, and to 
express the highest sentiments of which an age, or 
at least individual prominent spirits in an age, are 


capable. Every deeper tragic plot rests on the con- — 


flicting calls of duty and interest. To make clear 
the origin of the plot, to unfold the action psycho- 
logically, to produce the general impression intended, 
the poet must bring these two points of view before us, 
allowing each to advocate its cause in lively speech 
and counter-speech : he must go into the analysis of 
moral consciousness, weigh what is right and what is 
faulty in human action, and expose it to view. As 
a poet he will do this, always having regard to the 
particular case before him. Still, even this he cannot 
do without comparing one case with another, without 
going back to general experience, to the generally 
received notions respecting right and wrong—in 
short, to general moral conceptions. Hence tragic 
poetry must always give a lasting impetus to scien- 
tific speculation on moral conduct and its laws, 
affording, too, for such reflection ample material 
itself, and that to a certain extent already prepared, 
and inviting partly use, partly correction.! Moreover, 
Inasmuch as moral convictions were in the case of 
the Greeks, as in the case of other nations, originally 
bound up with religious convictions, and inasmuch 
as this connection particularly affects tragedy owing 
to the legendary subjects with which it deals, it 

1 On this point compare the vol. viii. 137, ed. 1870; vol. 


excellent remarks of Grote, vii. 7, ed. 1872. 
Hist. of Greece, P. II. c. 67, 
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follows that all that has been said respecting the 
connection between tragedy and principles of morality 
applies also to the connection between tragedy and 
principles of theology: nay more, in exactly the 
same way tragedy must busy itself with the nature 
and state of men whose deeds and fate it depicts, 
In all these respects a most decided and thorough 
change in Greek thought may be observed in the 
three generations, whose character finds such fit- 
ting expression in the three successive tragedians, 
Akschylus, Sophocles, and Euripides. Without going 
so far as to attribute to the poets themselves every 
word which they put into the mouths of their heroes, 
still the general tone of their sentiments may be 
gathered partly from their general treatment of the 
materials, partly from their individual utterances, — 
with no lack of certainty. 

In Aschylus there is an earnestness of purpose, a 
depth of religious feeling, an overwhelming force and 


. Inajesty, worthy of a man of ancient virtue, who had 


himself taken part in the great battles with the 
Persians. At the same time there is a something 
bitter and violent about him, which a time of heroic 
deeds and sacrifices, of mighty capabilities and in- 
spiriting results, could neither soften down nor yet 
dispense with. The spirit of his tragedies is that of 
an untamed, masculine mind, seldom moved by 
softer feelings, but spell-bound by reverence for the 
gods, by the recognition of an unbending moral 
order, by resignation to a destiny from which there 
is no escape. Never were the Titan-like defiance of 
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unbridled strength, the wild fury of passion and 
frenzy, the crushing might of fate, the paroxysms of 
divine vengeance, more thrillingly painted than by 
Eschylus. At the bottom of all his sentiments lies 
reverence for the divine powers; yet these are grouped 
almost monotheistically together, in his vast vision, 
as one almighty power. What Zeus says happens; his 
will always comes to pass, even though it escape the 
notice of men ;! no mortal can do aught against his 
will; 7 none can escape the decision of heaven, or 
rather of destiny,’ over which Zeus himself is power- 
less. In face of this divine power man feels himself 
weak and frail; his thoughts are fleeting as the 
shadow of smoke ; his life is like a picture which a 
sponge washes out.2 That man mistake not his 
position, that he learn not to overrate what is 
human,® that he be not indignant with the Gods 
when in affliction,’ that his mind soar not too high, 
that the grain of guilt planted by pride grows to a 
harvest of tears,°—such is the teaching which, with 
glowing words, flashes on us in every page of the 
poet. 

Not even Aéschylus, however, was able to grasp 
these-ideas in their purity, or to rise above the con- 
tradiction which runs not only through Greek tragedy, 
but through the whole of the Greek view of life. On 


1 Suppl. 598; Agamemnon, 1327. 
1485. * Niobe, Fr. 155, (154). 


2 Prometh. 550. 7 Fragm. 369 Dindorf. Sto- 

? Pers. 93; Fragm. 299 Din- bde¢us. Serm, 108, 43, attributes 
dorf (352 Nauck.). the words to Euripides. 

* Prometh. 511. § Pers. 820. 


* Fragm. 295 .(390); Agam. 
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CHaP, the one hand, even he gives utterance to the ancient 
: belief in the envy of heaven, which is so closely con- 
nected with the peculiarity of natural religion; sick- 
ness lurks under the rudest health; the wave of 
fortune, when it bears man highest on ite crest, 
breaks on a hidden reef; would the man on whom 
fortune smiles escape ruin, he must voluntarily throw 
away a part of what he has;! even fate itself ordains 
guilt, when bent on utterly destroying a family.2. On 
the other hand, schylus never tires of insisting on 
the connection between guilt and punishment. Not 
only in the old stories of Niobe and Ixion, of the 
house of Laius and of that of Atreus, does he paint 
with telling touches the unavoidable nature of divine 
vengeance, the mischief which follows in the wake 
of pride, the never-dying curse of crime; but also in 
the unexpected result of the Persian expedition he 
sees a higher hand, visiting with punishment the 
self-exaltation of the great king, and the insults 
offered to the gods of Greece. Man must suffer? 
according to his deeds; God blesses him who lives 
in piety without guile and pride, but vengeance,‘ 
though it may be slow at first, suddenly overtakes 
the transgressor of right; some Diké strikes down 
with a sudden blow,° others she slowly crushes ; from 
generation to generation the curse of crime gathers 
strength, likewise virtue and happiness ® descend on 


1 Agam. 1001 ; compare the * Agam. 1563; Choeph. 309; 
story of Polycrates in Herodo- Fr. 282. 


tus, iii. 40. 4 Eumen. 530; Fr. 283. 
2 Niobe, Fr. 160 ; blamed by ® Choeph. 61. 
Plato, Rep. 380, A. ¢ Agam. 750, 
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children and children’s children ; the Furies rule over 
the destiny of men, avenging the fathers’ sins on the 
sons, sucking the criminal’s life-blood, stealthily 
clinging to his feet, throwing round him the snares 
of madness, pursuing him with punishment down to 
the shades.?, Thus severely and clearly through all 
the plays of A¢schylus runs the thought of divine 
justice and of implacable destiny. 

All the more remarkable on that account is the 
vigour with which the poet breaks through the fetters 
which this view of the world imposes. In the Eu- 
menides, these moral conflicts, the play of which 
Eschylus can so-well pourtray,’ are brought to a satis- 
factory issue, the bright Olympic Goddess appeasing 
the dark spirits of vengeance, and the severity of the 
ancient bloodthirsty Justice yielding to human kind- 
ness. In the Prometheus, natural religion as a whole 
celebrates its moral transfiguration ; the jealousy of 
the gods towards mortals is seen to resolve itself 
into mercy; Zeus himself requires the aid of the 
Wise One, who, for his kindness to men, has had to 
feel the whole weight of his wrath; yet, on the other 
hand, the unbending mind of the Titan must be 
softened, and Zeus’ rule of might be changed by 
willing submission into a moral rule. What the 
poet places in the legendary past is in reality the 
history of his own time and of his own mind. 
fEschylus stands on the boundary line between two 
periods of culture, and the story he tells of the miti- 


1 Eum. 830. * Choeph. 896; Eum. 198, 
2 Kum. 264, 312. 566. 


CHAP, 
I. 


STATE OF CULTURE IN GREECE. 


gation of ancient justice, and of the new rule of the 
Gods, was repeated in another way, the sternness of 
the generation of Marathon giving place to the 
cheerful beauty of the age of Pericles. 

To the spirit of this new age Sophocles has 
given the most fitting expression. Agreeing as he 
does in principle with his predecessor, his poems, 
nevertheless, convey a very different impression. The 
keynote of the poetry of Sophocles is likewise reve- 
rence for the Gods, whose hand and laws encompass 
human life. From them come all things, even mis~ 
fortune ;! their never-decaying power no mortal can 
withstand; nothing can escape its destiny ;? from 
their eyes no deed and no thought can be hid ;* their 
eternal laws,‘ created by no mere human power, dare 
no one transgress. Men, however, are weak and 
frail, mere shadows or dreams, a very nothing, capable 
only of a passing semblance of happiness.6 No 
mortal’s life is free from misfortune,® and even the 
happiest man cannot be called happy before his 
death ;7 nay, taking all things into account, which 
the changing day brings with it, the number of woes, 
the rarity of good fortune, the end to which all must 
come, it were well to repeat the old saying, ‘Not to 
have been born is the best lot, and the next best is 
to die as soon as may be.’® The, highest practical 
wisdom is, therefore, to control the wishes, to moge- 

1 Ajax, 1036; Trach. 1278. Fr. 12, 616, 860. 
2 Antig. 604, 961; Fr. 615. ¢ Ant. 611; Fr. 530. 
* Electra, 657. ' (id. R. Trach. 1, 943; Fr. 


‘ Cid. Rex, 864; Ant. 450. 532, 583. 
5 Ajax, 125; Cid. R. 1186;  ° Cid. Col. 1215. 
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rate the desires, to love justice, to fear God, to be 
resigned to fate. That man should not exalt him- 
self above human measure, that only the modest 
man is acceptable to the Gods,' that it is absurd 
to seek a higher instead of being content with a 
moderate lot, that arrogance hurries on to sudden 
destruction, that Zeus hates the vaunts of a boastful 
tongue,? all this Sophocles shows by the example of 
men who have been hurled from the summit of 
fortune, or who have been ruined by recklessness and 
overbearing. He, too, is impressed by the thought 
of the worth of virtue and of divine retribution. He 
knows that uprightness is better than riches, that 
loss is better than unjust gain, that heavy guilt 
entails heavy punishment, but that piety and virtue 
are worth more than all things else, and are rewarded 
not only in this world, but in the next;* he even 
declares that it is more important to please those in 
the next world than those in this.‘ He is more- 
over convinced that all wisdom comes from the Gods, 
and that they always conduct to what is right,° albeit 
men may never cease from learning and striving 
after it® He bids them to commit their griefs to 
Zeus, who from heaven above looks down and orders 
all things, and to bear what the Gods send with 
resignation,’ and in this belief is neither puzzled 


1 Ajax, 127, 758; (Ed. Col. 5 Fr, 834, 227, 809, 865; in 
1211; Fr. 320, 528. the unintelligible Oeiqg nuépe 
2 (ed. R. 873; Ant. 127. probably there is a Oela poipa. 

* Fr. 18, 210, 196; Philoc. 6 Fr. 731, 736. 
1440. 7 Elec. 174; Fr. 523, 862. 
4 Ant, 71. 
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by the good fortune of many bad men, nor yet by 
the misfortunes of many good ones,! 

The same thoughts had inspired the poetry of 
/Eschylus, and yet the spirit of the drama of Sopho- 
cles is a very different one from his. Sophocles can 
show a higher artistic execution, a fuller dramatic 
handling, a more delicate delineation of the inner 
life, a more careful unravelling of action from cha- 
racters and of characters by means of actions, a better 
proportioned beauty, a clearer and more pleasing 
language ; whereas for tempestuous force, for wild 
exultation, for majestic view of history, AZschylus is 
unrivalled. Nor is the moral platform of the two 
tragedians quite the same. Both are penetrated with 
reverence for the divine powers; but in A¢schylus 
this reverence is combined with a horror which has 
first to be set aside, and with an antagonism which 
has to be overcome before it can come up to the 
trustful resignation and the blissful peace of the 
piety of Sophocles. The power of fate seems with 
/Eschylus much harsher, because less called for by 
the character of those whom it reaches; the reign of 
Zeus is a reign of terror, mitigated only by degrees, 
and man must perish if the Deity enter into too close 
relations with him.? Both poets celebrate the victory 
of moral order over human self-will ; but in Aéschylus 
the victory is preceded by severer and more dreadful 
struggles. Moral order works, with him, as a stern 


2 o 
} Fr. 104. Io in the Prometheus, espe- 
2 Compare the character of cially v. 887, &c. 
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and fearful power, crushing the refractory; whereas, 
with Sophocles, it completes its work with the quiet 
certainty of a law of nature, awakening rather pity 
for human weakness than terror. That conflict of the 
old bloodthirsty justice with the new, round which 
the Eumenides of schylus play, Sophocles has left 
behind; with him justice is, from the very begin- 
ning, harmoniously united with mercy, and the most 
accursed of all mortals finds in the ‘ &dipus Colo- 
neus’ reconciliation at last. His heroes, too, are of 
a different order from those of his predecessor. In 
ZEschylus moral opposites are so hard, that human 
representatives of them do not suffice him; hence he 
brings the Gods themselves into the battle-field— 
Zeus and the Titans, the daughters of Night and the 
denizens of Olympus; whereas the tragedy of Sopho- 
cles moves entirely in the world of men. The former 
deals by preference with violent natures and uncon- 
trolled passions; the strong point of the latter is to 
depict what is noble, self-contained, tender; strength 
is by him generally coupled with dignity, pain with 
resignation. Hence his female characters are so 
specially successful. schylus paints in a Clytem- 
nestra, the demoniacal side of woman’s nature in all 
its repulsiveness. Sophocles in an Antigone pour- 
trays pure womanhood, knowing ‘ how to love, but 
not to hate,’ ' and putting even hatred to shame by the 
heroism of her love. In short, the poetry of Sopho- 
cles sets before us the sentiments of an epoch and a 
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people which having, by most successful efforts, risen 
to a happy use of its powers, and so to fame and 
position, enjoys existence, and which has learned to 
look on human nature and all that belongs to it in a 
cheerful spirit, to prize its greatness, to mitigate its 
sufferings by wise resignation, to bear its weaknesses, 
to control its excesses by custom and iaw. From him, as 
from no other poet, the idea is gathered of a beautiful 
natural agreement between duty and inclination, be- 
tween freedom and order, which constitutes the moral 
ideal of the Greek world. 

Only some four Olympiads later comes Euripides. 
Yet what a remarkable change in ethical tone and 
view of life is apparent in his writings! As an artist, 
Euripides is far too fond of substituting calculation 
for the spontaneous outcome of the poet’s mind, criti- 
cal reflection for admiring contemplation. By means 
of particular scenes of an exciting and terrifying 
character, by chorus-songs often loosely connected 
with the action of the play, by rhetorical declama- 
tion and moralising, he seeks to produce an effect 
which might be gained in greater purity and depth 
from the unison of the whole. That harmony between 
the moral and the religious life which commended 
itself so agreeably to us in Sophocles, may be seen in 
a state of dissolution in the plays of the younger 
poet. Not that he is deficient in moral maxims and 
religious thoughts. He knows full well that piety 
and the virtue of temperance are the best things for 
man; that he who is mortal must not be proud of 
advantages nor despair in misfortune; that he can do 
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nothing without the Gods; that in the long run the 
good man fares well and the bad fares ill; that a 
modest lot is preferable to fitful greatness ;! that the 
poor man’s fear of God is worth more than the osten- 
tatious sacrifices of many a rich man; that virtue and 
intelligence are better than wealth and noble birth.? 
He discourses at length of the benefits conferred by 
the Gods on men;# he speaks right well of their 
righteous and almighty rule,‘ and he even traces 
back human guilt to their will. 

However numerous such expressions may be in 
his writings, still they do not contain the whole of 
his view of the world, neither is the ethical pecu- 
liarity of his poetry to be found in them. Euripides 
has sufficient appreciation of what is great and 
mhorally beautiful, to be able to paint it when it 
comes before him in a true and telling manner. For 
all that, as a pupil of philosophers,® as a kindred spirit 


1 Bacch. 1139. Io Schl. Hip- 
polyt. 1100. Kirchh. Fr. 77, 
80, 257, 305, 355, 395, 507, 576, 
621, 942, 1014, 1016, 1027 
Nauck. 

2 Fr. 329, 53, 254, 345, 514, 
940. 

® Suppl. 197. 

4 Troad. 880; Hel. 1442. 
Compare the concluding verses 
of this piece, which also occur 
at the end of the Andromache 
and Bacch. Fr. 797, 832, 875, 
969. 

5 Hippol. 1427. 

* The testimony of the an- 
cients respecting the connec- 
tion between Euripides and 
Anaxagoras has been quoted in 


ZELLER’s Philosophie der Grie- 
chen, vol. i. 790, 3. For the 
traces thereof, which are prin- 
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fragments, compare Har- 
tone’s Euripides Restitut. 
109, 118, 139. Anaxagoras, 
however, does not, like Euri- 
pides, make Earth and Ether, 
but Air and Ether come first 
after the original mixing of all 
things. The well-known and 
beautiful passage (Fragment 
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7. Younger men, like Prodicus 
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to the better Sophists, he is too far removed from the 
older lines of thought to be able to give himself 
freely and with full conviction to the traditional 
faith and morality. His sober understanding feels 
the improbability and unseemliness of many legends, 
and the artistic spirit has not such an exclusive hold 
on him that he can overlook this for the sake of the 
ideas they embody, or for their poetic worth. The 
fortunes of men do not seem to him to be directly 
the revelation of a higher power, but rather to be 
proximately the result of natural causes, of calcula- 
tion, of caprice, and of accident. Even moral prin- 
ciples appear wavering. If, on the whole, their 
authority is admitted, still the poet cannot conceal 
from himself that even an ifnmoral course of conduct 
has much to say in its defence. The grand poetic 
way of contemplating the world, the moral and reli- 
gious way of looking at human life, has given place 
to a sceptical tone, to a decomposing reflection, to a 
setting forth of plain natural facts. | A®schylus 
brought the Eumenides, all in the uncouth guise of 
antiquity, yet with most fearful effect, on to the 
stage; whereas the Electra of Euripides says to her 
brother, or rather the poet himself says, that they 
are mere fancies of his imagination.! Whilst Iphi- 
geneia is preparing to sacrifice the captives, she re- 
flects that the goddess herself cannot possibly require 
this sacrifice, and that the story of the feast of 


and Socrates, Euripides may have known, but cannot have 
been their pupil. ' Orest. 248, 387. 
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Tantalus is a fable.' Likewise in the Electra? the 
tragic chorus doubts as to the wonder of the change 
in the course of the sun. In the Troades,*? Hecuba 
questions the story of the judgment of Paris, and ex- 
plains the assistance of Aphrodite in carrying off 
Helen to mean the attractive beauty of Paris. In 
the Bacche,‘ Teiresias gives an insipid, half-natural 
explanation of the birth of Bacchus.’ The Gods, 
says Euripides,® bave no needs, and therefore the 
stories which impute to them human passions cannot 
possibly be true. Even the general notions of divine 
vengeance give him offence. This he will not regard 
as a punishment for particular acts, but rather as a 
universal law.’ In other instances, the actions and 
commands of the Gods are held up to blame—blame, 
too, for the most part, not called for by the character 
of the acting persons—and go unpunished in the 
sequel, so that it necessarily appears as the poet’s 
own conviction ;* whence he concludes at one time 
that man need not disturb himself because of his 
faults, since the Gods commit the same; at another 
time, that the stories about the Gods cannot be 
true.? 

The prophetic art is held in equally low estima- 
tion by Euripides. The opportunity is seized in the 


1 Iphig. Taur.-372. that God cares only for great 
2 734. events, leaving unimportant 
3 963. things to chance. 

4 265. § Io 448, 1315; Elect. 1298; 
5 Frag. 209. Orest. 277, 409; Here. Fur. 
®* Herc. Fur. 1328. 339, 654. 
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Helen,' to prove, on highly rationalistic grounds, 
that it is all a lie and deceit.2 With these legends 
and rites, however, belief in the Gods is most 
thoroughly interwoven. No wonder, therefore, that 
the poet often puts into the mouths of his heroes 
statements respecting the existence of the Gods, 
which would sound more natural coming from Pro- 
tagoras than from men and women of the legendary 
past. Talthybius raises the question whether there 
are Gods, or whether Chance guides all things;3 
another doubts their existence,* because of the unjust 
distribution of good and bad fortune; Hecuba in 
her prayer wonders what the deity really is, whether 
Zeus, or natural necessity, or the spirit of mortal 
beings ;° Hercules and Clytazmnestra leave it open 
whether there are Gods, and who Zeus is ;® even the 
Ether is explained to be Zeus.’ So much at least 
these utterances prove that Euripides had wandered 
far away from the ancient faith in the Gods. Allow- 
ing that he is sincere when he says that only a fool 
can deny the deity and give credence to the deceitful 
assertions of philosophy respecting what is hidden,® 
still his attitude appears to have been prepondera- 
tingly sceptical and critical towards the popular 
faith. Probably he allowed that there was a God ; 


1 743. 5 Troad. 877. 

2 Sophocles, Antig. 1033, * Herc. Fur. 1250; Iph. Aul. 
makes Cleon attack the pro- 1034; Orestes, 410, and the 
phet, but his accusations are rer daa of Melanippe Fr. 


- refuted by the sequel. Notso 483. 
: with Euripides. 7 Fr. 935, 869. 
* Hel. 484. § Fr. 906, 981. 
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certainly he attached no value to the legendary 
notions respecting the Gods; holding that the 
essence of God could not be known, and assuming 
the oneness of the divine nature either by glossing 
over or by plainly denying the ruling Pantheism.! 
Nor did the popular ideas respecting the state 
after death fare better at his hands. Naturally 
enough, he makes use of them when a poet can use 
them, but then it is also said, that we know not how 
it is with another life, we only follow an unfounded 
opinion. In several places Euripides expresses the 
opinion,? pointing partly to Orphic-Pythagorean tra- 
ditions, and partly to the teaching of Anaxagoras 
and Archilaus,’ that the spirit returns at death to 
the ether whence it came;‘* apparently leaving it an 
open question, whether at all, or to what extent, 
consciousness belongs to the soul when united with 


the ether. 


1 Fr. 904 says the ruler of 
all things is now called Zeus, 
now Hades, which would point 
to the opinion that the popular 
Gods are only different names 
for the one God. Helios and 
Apollo are identified (Fr. 781, 
11) according to the tradition 
of eee as 

2 Hippolyt. 192. 

- Gumipare Zeller’s Philoso- 
phie der Griechen, Part I. pp. 
388, 430, 822, 846. 

4 Suppl. 532, the genuineness 
of which Kirchhoff wrongly sus- 
pects; Hel. 1012; Fr. 836. 

5 He says in the Helen: Thé 
soul of the dead no longer lives, 
but yet it has an eternal con- 


That the sphere of morals did not 


sciousness (yvéun  &@dvaros) 
after it has united with the 
immortal Ether. From this 
he deduces the belief in retri- 
bution after death, and he asks 
(Fr. 639, compare Fr. 452, 830), 
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not a death and death a life. 
On the other hand, in the 
Troades, 638, it is stated that 
the dead man is feelingless, 
like an unborn child; in Fr, 
536 that he is a nothing, earth 
and a shade; Fr. 734 appears 
only to recognise the immor- 
tality of fame; and in the 
Heraclid. 591, he leaves it an 
open question whether the dead 
have feelings or not. 
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remain unaffected by these doubts may be gathered 
from the general character of his tragedies more 
definitely than from those particular utterances which 
in some measure sufficed to give offence even to his 
cotemporaries.' The tragic movement in Euripides, 
unlike that conflict of moral forces which. Aschylus 
and Sophocles knew how to depict with such deep 
feeling, lies rather in personal passions, arrange- 
ments, and experiences, His heroes have not that 
ideal character which makes them types of a whole 
class. Hence, in most’ cases, that higher necessity, 
which called for our admiration in the case of 
/Eschylus and Sophocles, is not active in the de- 
velopment of the Euripidean drama, but the final 
result is brought about by some external means, 
either by divine interposition or by some human 
cunning. Thus, rich as he may be in poetic 
beauties, successful in painting individual characters, 
experienced in knowledge of human life and human 
weaknesses, thrilling in many of the speeches and 
scenes in his tragedies ; yet most undeniably he has 
come down from the moral and artistic height of his 
two great predecessors, by introducing into tragedy 
habits of inward reflection, of studied effect, and of 
artificial language, which Agatho with his dainty 


1 As for instance: 4 yAégo’ 
éudpoxe, &c. Hippol. 607, or 
the language of KEteocles in 
Pheen. 504, 525, that men will 
do anything for power, and 
even commit crimes for a 
throne ; or that of the old man 
in Io 1051, that it befits the 
fortunate man to shun wrong, 


but that all means of vengeance 
are lawful in case of injury. 
It ig true Euripides does not 
give these as his own senti- 
ments. Yet even his cotem- 
poraries noticed their resem- 
blance to the moral teaching 
of the Sophists. 
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elegance, and Critias with his sophistic moralising, 
were not slow to follow. 

Cotemporary with Afschylus, or even a little 
before him, the poets Epicharmus, Simonides, and 
Pindar,- flourished: soon after him Bacchylides. 
The first of these, Epicharmus, it has been shown 
in an earlier work,? takes a rational view of the 
world, and entertains clear notions on morals, and 
theology, thanks to his knowledge of philosophy. 
Simonides,* so far as his views can be gathered from 
scattered fragments, appears mainly to insist on that 
moderation and self-restraint which result from a 
consideration of human weakness and frailty. Our 
life is full of toils‘ and cares; its fortune is uncer- 
tain ; swiftly it hurries away; even prudence ® is too 
easily lost by men ; their hardly-won virtue is imper- 
fect and unstable; it changes with circumstances ; 
the best man is he on whom the Gods bestow pros- 
perity. A faultless man must not be looked for; 
enough to find one moderately righteous.° The same 
vein of feeling is found in Bacchylides, on whom 
descended the mantle of Simonides. He knows that 
no one is altogether happy, that few are spared some 
heavy changes of fortune, and bursts, yet not alone, 
into the complaint: ‘ Not to have been born were 
the happiest lot.’ Hence the highest practical 


1 Zeller’s Geschichte der well as by Aschylus, a poet of 
Philosophie, Part I. p. 925, and the good old time. Aristoph., 
Nauck. Trag. Frag. 599. Clouds, 1352. 
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wisdom consists, in his mind, in equanimity, in a 
contentment with the present, and absence of care 
for the future.' At the same time he shares the 
conviction that man can discover what is right, and 
that Zeus, the all-seeing ruler of the world, is not 
to blame for the misfortunes of mortals.? These 
are the same sentiments as in the older moral poets, 
without any noticeable change in the moral plat- 
form.’ 

A spirit far more peculiar and more powerful, 
and more nearly akin to Aéschylus, finds utterance 
in the poems of Pindar. At the bottom of Pindar’s 
view of the world, as of that of Aschylus, lies a 
most exalted notion of the deity. ‘ God is the all ;’4 
nothing is for Him impossible. Zeus governs all 
things according to his will; He bestows success or 
failure ;5 law, which governs mortals and immortals, 
accomplishes its purposes with mighty hand. Nor 
are the deeds of men hid from the all-seeing eyes of 
God.’ Only beautiful and noble traits can be attri- 
buted to the deity; he who accuses it of human 
vices cannot escape punishment.’ Such being the 


1 Fr. 19. 

2 Fr. 29. 

3 Zeller, Part I. p. 90. 

4 Clemens, Stromat. v. 610: 
Iilv3apos . . . dvrixpis cindy, 
vt Oeds; Sr 7d way, Although 
Clement appears to give the 
words beginning 7/ as a quota- 
tion, it seems hardly likely 
that they can have stood in 
Pindar. Perhaps Pindar used 
the words 6eds rd way in the 
same sense that Sophocles said 


(Trach. 1278) od8ey rovrwy 8 ri 
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upon God. - 

§ Fr, 119; Pyth. ii. 49, 88; 
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¢ Fr. 146. 

7 Ol. i, 64; Pyth. iii. 28; 
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lity and rationalism, the story 
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exalted position of God, man occupies thereto a two- 
fold attitude. On the one hand he has a nature 
related to that of the Gods; one is the race of men,' 
_the race of Gods is another, yet both descend from 
the same mother; hence in nature and spirit mortals 
are not altogether unlike immortals. On the other 
hand, looking at their power, there is an infinite 
difference,? for changeful is our lot, and joy and 
sorrow lie for us ever near together.’ True wisdom, 
therefore, consists in not transgressing the bounds of 
what is human, in looking to the Gods for all that is 
good, in taking with contentment what they bestow. 


‘Seek not to be a God,’ exclaims the poet: mor- . 


tality becomes mortals; he who soars to heaven will, 
like Bellerophon, have a precipitate fall. Only 
where God leads is blessing and success;° in His 
hand rests the issue of our labour, according ag it is 
determined by destiny. From the deity comes all 
virtue and knowledge ;’ and doubtless for this very 
reason, as being a gift of God, natural talent is 
placed by Pindar far above all acquirements, and 
the creative spirits on whom it has been bestowed, 
above all other spirits, as the eagle of Zeus is above 


to be a fable, the occasion for 
which was supplied by the 
carrying off of Pelops by Posei- 
don. 

1 This, rather than the iden- 
tity of both sexes, must be the 
meaning of the words dvdpmy 
¢v Gedy yévos: men form a race 
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another different therefrom. 

2 Nem. vi.1. According to 
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prophetic dreams. 

3 Ol. ii. 30; Fr. 210. 

‘ Ol. v. 24; Isthm. v. 14; 
vii. 42. 

5 Fr. 85, where probably éyv 
stands for és. 

6 Pyth. xii. 28. 

7 Ol. ix. 28, 103; Pyth. i. 41; 
Fr, 118. 


CHAP. 


STATE OF CULTURE IN GREECE. 


Cuap. the croaking ravens.! We must resign ourselves to 
what God disposes, content ourselves with our lot, 
whatever it be. Strive not against God; bear His 
yoke without kicking against the pricks; adapt 
yourself to circumstances; seek not what is impos- 
sible; in all things observe moderation ; beware of 
envy, which deals the strongest blow to those most 
highly placed ;—these are the counsels of the poet.? 
Nay more, to give greater weight to his moral 
counsels, he not unfrequently appeals to a future 
retribution, of the wicked as well as of the good, 
sometimes following herein the received notions 
respecting Tartarus, Elysium, and the islands® of 
the blest, at other times connecting therewith a 
belief in the migration of souls.‘ In the main, 
Pindar’s platform, both religious and moral, is not 
different from that of Aischylus, albeit the thought 
of divine vengeance does not stand out with him in 
such tragic guise. 

Would we see this view of life in transition to 
the later form, no better example can be selected 
than Herodotus. This friend of Sophocles, in writing 
history, often allows himself to be guided by the 
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25; iii, 40. 
2 Pyth. ii. 34, 88; iii. 21, 59, 
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Fr. 108 seems only to presup- 
the current notions, with 
this difference, that a more 
intense life is attributed to 
souls in Hades than was the 
view of Homer and the mass 
of the people. Fr. 109 is pro- 
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Alexandrian Jew. 
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notions of olden times. He admits the rule of 
divine providence in the order of nature,! and equally 
clearly in the fortunes of men, and especially in 
punishment, which overtakes the guilty, even though 
he have acted in the excess of an excusable passion.’ 
Popular forms of worship are honoured by him,?® 
knowing as he does that every nation likes its own 
rites best; only a madman, he says, can treat these 
with disdain. Credulous, too, he is, so far as 
to relate, in all good faith, divers wonders and pro- 
phecies,° among them some of the most extraordinary 
kind. Even his piety is of an antique type, affected 
with that fear of the divine powers which is so 
peculiarly suited to natural religion, where the ex- 
altation of Gods above men is not conceived of as an 
essential difference, but is more physical than moral. 
Man is not destined to enjoy perfect good fortune ; 
his life is exposed to changes innumerable; before 
death no one may be called happy; nay it is even 
a general matter for doubt whether death is not 
better for a man than life.6 He who in prosperity 
or imagination soars above the lot of men, is in- 
variably struck by the envy of the Deity, which, 
jealous of its privileges, will not brook a mortal 
rival.’ All this is quite in agreement with the 


1 Her. iii, 108. 

2 ii. 120; iv. 205; vi. 84; 
viii. 129; vii. 133. 

’ For this reason he hesitates 
to utter the names of Egyptian 
Gods in a context which might 
desecrate them, ii. 86, or to 
speak of Egyptian mysteries, 

4 iii. 38, 


§ vii. 12, 57; viii. 37, 65; ix. 
100. Here belong the pro- 
phecies of Bakis and Museus, 
viii. 77; ix. 43, respecting the 
genuineness of which he enter- 
tains no doubt. 

6 ii. 31. 

7 On the Ocioy pbovepdy, conf. 
i. 32. 34; iii. 40; vii. 10, 5, 46. 
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spirit, which breathes through the older poetry of 
Greece. 

For all that, Herodotus neither can nor will 
conceal from us the fact that he is the son of an 
epoch, in which thought has already begun to shake 
the foundations of a simple faith. Notwithstanding 
the naiveté with which he tells many a wonder ;' there 
are times when he cannot resist the impulse to ex- 
plain away the marvels of legend, either referring 
them to natural causes in the rationalising spirit of 
the Sophists, or at least mentioning such explana- 
tions given by others with approval. Thus the 
wanderings of Io and the rape of Europa are ex- 
plained at the very beginning of his work to mean 
the carrying off by pirates of these two royal 
daughters. In the story of Gyges the wonderful 
power of his ring is referred to a very common 
trick. The prophetic doves of Dodona turn into 


‘ Egyptian priestesses. The Egyptian stories re- 


specting Paris and Helena are preferred to those of 
Homer, and the general tradition of the Greeks,‘ on 
grounds far removed from ancient poetry. When 
Poseidon interposes in the Thessalian legend, he sees 
the working of an earthquake,’ and remarks not 
without irony, that those who believe Poseidon 
wrought the earthquake, may believe he interposed 
also. Add to this that he occasionally expresses the 
opinion that all men know equally little about the 


60. ‘ ii. 120. 
8. 


as, © 
2 i, 4 vii. 129. 
3 ii. 66. 
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Gods,' and it will be patent, how much doubt had 
already taken the place of the ancient faith. 

In Thucydides, the next great historian, doubt 
has gone over into the matter of fact treatment of 
history. The high moral tone of his style no one 
will deny. Even in its unfinished form his history of 
the Peloponnesian war has all the effect of a touching 
tragedy. This effect, however, is secured simply 
by a plain setting forth of historical facts, without 
introducing the interposition of the Gods to explain 
events. Thucydides knows how indispensable religion 
is for the public good. He shows, by his very de- 
scription, how deeply he deplores the decay, not only 
moral but religious of his country.?. Yet the rule of 
the deity and of moral order in the world is only 
apparent in his pages by the progress of events. 
Convinced that human nature is always the same, 
he exhibits moral laws by showing how in the case 
before him ruin naturally resulted from the weakness 
and the passions of men, which he knows so well 
and can judge so impartially.2 Nowhere is a belief 
betrayed in those extraordinary occurrences, in which 
the hand of God manifests itself in Herodotus. 
Where his cotemporaries see the fulfilment of a 
prophecy, he contents himself with sober criticism.‘ 
To depend on oracles instead of using remedies, he 
calls the folly of the masses;>5 he openly expresses 


' ii. 3 (Schl.).’ vi. 15, 24, 30; vii. 75, 87. 
* See the well-known pas- 4 For instance, ii. 17, 54. 
sages ii. 53; iii. 82. * v. 103, where the Athenian 


* iii, 82, 84; and in the de- is, without doubt, expressing 
scription of the Sicilian expe- the writer’s opinion. - 
dition, its motives and results, 
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his disapproval of the disastrous superstition of 
Nicias.' In the panegyric of the dead,? which is 
quite as much a memorial of his own spirit as of the 
spirit of Pericles, there is not a word of the legendary 
history of Athens, that hackneyed theme of earlier 
panegyrists; but instead thereof, there is a states- 
man’s mind dealing with facts, and practical problems. 
His history is a brilliant evidence of a mature judg- 
ment, of high intellectual culture, of a many-sided 
experience of life, of a calm, unimpassioned, pene- 
trating, and morally sober view of the world. Itisa 
work which kindles the highest respect not only for the 
writer, but for the whole period, which could rear up 
such a genius. 

Nor yet does this work conceal the darker sides of 
that period. - Read only the descriptions it gives? of 
the confusion of all moral notions in the factious 
struggles of the Peloponnesian war, of the desolation 
of Athens by the plague, of the decline of piety and 
self-sacrifice, of the running riot of all the selfish 
passions, to be satisfied of the decay of moral excel- 
lence, even in that period of might and culture. Be- 
yond all question, along with this outward change of 
conduct, universal convictions were shaken also; in 
proof of which, Thucydides puts in the mouth of 
several of his speakers, and particularly of those 
coming from Athens, naked avowals of the most 
selfish principles, such as could only come from the 
lips of some one of the younger Sophists. All who 
have the power seek to rule; no one is restrained by 


1 vii. 50. 2 ii. 35. § ii, 53; iii, 82. 
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considerations of right from pursuing his advantage 
by hook and by crook; the rule of the stronger is 
the universal law of nature; at bottom every one 
judges what is right and honourable by his own 
interests and enjoyments ; even the best regulated 
states act on this idea, at least in their foreign rela- 
tions. These and such like utterances are put into 
the mouths of Athenian popular men and ambassa- 
dors on every opportunity.! Even those who have to 
suffer from Athenian self-seeking are in the end 
hardly able to blame it.2 Have we not here moral 
and political conditions keeping exact pace with the 
sophistic character of philosophy ? 

Nor were other prudent men blind to the dangers 
which this course of things was bringing upon them, 
however little they were able to cortrol it, or to run 
counter to the spirit of their times. Take, for 
example, Aristophanes. This poet, an enthusiastic 
admirer of the good old time, as he paints it with its 
steady morality, its strict education, its military 
prowess, its orderly and prudent administration,* 
warms to his subject whenever he speaks of the days 
of Marathon.‘ With implacable satire, now in the 
form of bantering jest, now in that of bitter earnest- 
ness, he lashes the innovations which have taken the 
place of time-honoured institutions; democracy 
running riot with its demagogues and sycophants; ® 


11.76; iii. 40; v. 89, 105, nians, 676. 

: 5 Wasps; Clouds, 668. The 
2 iv. 61. Sycophants are taken to task 
3 Clouds, 882 ; Knights, 1316. on every opportunity. 
‘ Wasps, 1071; the Achar- 
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poetry, empty, effeminate, free-thinking, faithless to 
its moral idea, fallen from its artistic height;! 
sophistic culture with its fruitless speculations, 
dangerous alike to faith and morals, the produce of 
shameless quibblers, atheistic rationalisers,? or con- 
scienceless perverters of justice, instead of steady 
citizens and sober-minded men. Love for what is 
ancient is with him undeniably an affair of personal 
conviction. Of this his zeal is proof, the excitement 
and classic beauty of those passages which set forth 
the praise of the olden time and its customs. Greater 
proof still lies in the general tone of his comedies. 
Boastful himself, with reason, of the courage with 
which .he discharged his duty as a citizen against 
Cleon,’ he extracts even from us the testimony of his 
being an honourable man fighting for a principle. 
Whilst warmly taking the field against the spirit 
of innovation, he at the same time not only presup- 
poses this spirit in his audience, but actually 
furthers and promotes it. Demagogues and syco- 
phants he lashes; yet whilst lashing them he tells 
us that every place is full of them; that democracy 
has a hundred heads, ever full of vitality; that the 
Athenian people, like a childish old man, are always 


- the victim of the most impudent of their flatterers ; 


that the steady men of the older generation are just 
as eager for their judicial dues as the whole body of 
worshipful citizens are for their law-suits; that the 


1 Frogs; Achar. 393. 5 Wasps, 1029, 1284; Peace, 
2 Clouds; Birds, 1282, 1553; 951; Achar, 959; Clouds, 542. 
Frogs, 1491. 
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young champions of Spartan severity are as de- 
bauched as the demagogues;! that the sovereign 
people, after the re-establishment of Solon’s constitu- 
tion, has gone on as capriciously as before, only 
wanting female government to complete the folly.? 
Even in his plays he indulges in the arts of the 
demagogue and the sycophant; Socrates he slanders, 
and many another as heartily as any rhetorician could 
do ; and to outbid those who squandered the public 
property in order to bribe the people, he tells the 
citizens of Athens that if things were fairly done,’ 
they ought to receive far more than they did. For 
a reform in religion and morals, the prospects with 
him are bad. He praises the moral training of the 
ancients, but observes with a smile that morality is 
little at home amongst his hearers,‘ and finds the 
vices from which his people suffered at bottom very 
natural. Women he brings on the stage to lash 
their licentiousness ; but that licentiousness he re- 
presents as so deep and so general, that there can 
hardly be hope of improvement. He makes an on- 
slaught on the philosophers who deny the Gods, but 
in one of his first comedies he gives us to understand, 
that belief in his time rested on trembling feet.® 
Not only here and there,’ but in whole acts and 
plays,* he exposes the Gods, together with their 


1 Wasps; Birds, 38. * Knights, 32. 


2 Kccles. v. 456; conf. Plato, 7 Clouds, 369, 396, 900, 1075 ; 
Rep. viii. 563, B. Birds, 554, 1608; Eccles. 778 ; 

3 Wasps, 655. . Plut. 123, 697. 

* Clouds, 1055. * In the Frogs, Peace, and 


’ Compare Birds, 137; Frogs, the Birds. 
148 ; Knights, 1384. 
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priests, with audacious recklessness, bringing them 
down with rough wit to a human level and to what 
is low and common ; holding up the moral weaknesses 
in which they resemble men nakedly and minutely ; 
making the world of Gods, like that of men, turn in 
such a wild whirl, that neither the spectator who 
takes delight in this perverted world, nor yet the 
poet, can have any real respect for beings who 
are so readily and recklessly at the service of his 
imagination. Much of this may be attributed to the 
license of comedy ;' yet more than enough remains 
to show that the poet himself, as well as his 
audience, had strayed far from the ancient morality 
which he so regretfully wishes to recall; that his 
fanatical devotion, like Rousseau’s wild dream of 
returning to a state of nature, is only the outcome 
of discontent with the present, only the expres- 
sion of a romantic idea, not a sentiment pene- 
trating his every day life, and ruling his thought 
and feelings. Thus everywhere where we touch 
upon them, the age and the surroundings from which 
Attic philosophy came forth appear penetrated 
by a spirit of innovation, rendering it impossible for 
the most decided lovers of antiquity to adhere to the 
life and beliefs of their ancestors. 

Amongst other signs of this change, one pheno- 
menon deserves to be noticed, which appears about 
the time of the Peloponnesian war—the increasing 
spread of the worship of the mysteries, and of sooth- 
saying in connection therewith. Hitherto, the 


1 Plut. 665. 


IZLUSTRATED BY NEW RELIGIOUS IDEAS. 


reputed predictions of the older prophets had been 
appealed to indeed,! as is the wont of men, but only in 
exceptional cases ; now the mischief and abuse which 
was perpetrated by such appeals reached an incredible 
pitch.? To judge by the numerous allusions in the 
writers of this and the following generation, the 
Orphic and Corybantic mysteries probably gained at 
this time both ground and supporters. Such an 
extension, however, was an innovation in more than 
one respect. Looking at it from an outside point of 
view, it was one thing to seek counsel from public 
oracles and make use of ancient rites naturalised 
from time immemorial in fixed spots; a very differ- 


1 Herod. viii. 7; ix. 437, to the polemic of Euripides. 


mentions prophecies of Bakis 
and Muszus respecting the 
Persian war. 

® This is particularly evident 
in Aristophanes, who loses no 
opportunity of lashing the pro- 
phets. Not to mention cursory 
attacks, as in Clouds, 330; 
Birds, 521; in Knights, 109, 
818, $50, 967 (comp. Lysist. 
767), he shows what liberal use 
Cleon and other demagogues 
made of superstition to flatter 
the self-love of the people, and 
to direct its will by the so- 
called prophecies of Bakis. In 
Peace, 1047, he introduces a 
prophet Hierocles, who, from 
imterested motives, opposes the 
conclusion of peace, and is 
evidently meant for a real 
person; in the Birds, 959, a 
prophet, who thrusts himself in 
at the founding of a city, to 
catch a trifle. Such like pheno- 
mena may have given occasion 


* Amongst others, Philolaus 
(Zeller, Part I. 388) and Plato 
(Phiedo, 69, C.; Rep. ii. 363, C. 
364, B.; Laws, vi. 782,C.), and 
more particularly Euripides and 
Aristophanes. . The former 
(Hippol. 949) describes Hippo- 
lytus as a pupil of Orpheus, 
and (Fr. 475) introduces a 
mystic, who, initiated into the 
orgies of Idan Zeus, of Zag- 
reus, and the Curetes, devotes 


himself to an Orphic life. The ‘ 


latter not only depicts (in the 
Frogs, 145, 312) the life of the 
initiated and uninitiated in 
Hades as rudely and vividly as 
the consecrated priests do in 
Plato, but also (in Peace, 374) 
hints at the opinion that man 
cannot die quietly without re- 
ceiving initiation before death, 
and (in Wasps, 119) alludes to 
the custom of initiating the 
sick for the purpose of healing 
them. 
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ent thing to have recourse to the so-called answers 
of individual prophets and to a private worship 
without fixed locality, propagated by vagrant priests, 
practised in self-constituted confraternities, and 
claiming to elevate all who took part in it as the 
special elect above the mass of mankind, both in this 
world and in the next. What was this increasing 
fondness for private worship and irregular prophecy 
but a proof that the public religion was not altoge- 
ther satisfactory, whilst it contributed at the same 
time to intensify the evil? Looking at its real 
nature, this mystical piety has diverged from the 
received form of faith and life. In it, the notions 
of the gods, flowing into each other, begin to lose 
their distinctness ;' perhaps even the tendency to 
resolve all into pantheism, which may be already seen 
in individuals in the fifth century, may be referred 
thereto.2 The conception of human life and of 
human nature has assumed an altered character, 
owing to a clearer belief in immortality, introduced 
by the dogmas of the migration of souls and of 


1 This is more immediately be found the God in whose 


true in the case of Dionysus. 
In mystic theology this God, 
as the representative of the 
changing life of nature, dying 
in winter, reviving in spring, 
was honoured under the name 
of Dionysus Zagreus, and 
treated as one of the Gods of 
the nether world. On this 
account the Dionysus-mysteries 
are so important for the future 
life. To the initiated in them 
(Plato, Phedo, 69, C. comp. 


' Aristoph., Frogs) may be pro- 


mised life in Hades with the 
Gods, among whom must surely 


service they were enlisted. At 
a later time, following Herac- 
litus’ example, Dionysus was 
identified with Plato. See 
Zeller’s Gesch. d. Phil. Vol. I. 
51,3; 592, 5. 

2 Besides the extracts from 
Euripides already quoted, p. 19, 
1, compare the fragment in 
Clemens, Stromat. v. 603, D, 
which Nauck, Fragm. Trag. 
588, attributes in all proba- 
bility to Zischylus’ son EKupho- 
rion: Zeds éorw al€hp, Zebs 88 
yn, Zebs 7 odpayds Zets ror rd 
wdyro xh7. Tavd’ tréorevoy, 
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future retribution ;! and even of this change traces 
may be seen in the poetry of the time of Euripides.? 
Lastly, in connection herewith an ascetic code of 
morals* has come into vogue, enjoining abstinence 
from animal food,‘ celibacy,® the avoidance of certain 
defilements,° and the wearing of white clothing. 
Philosophy, it is true, could only appropriate in an 
intellectual form the general idea of this asceticism, 
the renunciation of what belongs to the senses. Not 
till a later time did it embrace it as a whole with 
all its external belongings, in the system of the 
Neopythagoreans. Before that time came, thanks to 
the state of intellectual life and mental development 
in Greece, it had entered itself on another and a more 


brilliant career. 


1 Comp. Zeller, Vol. I. 54, 
388, 581, 654. 

2 Besides Euripides (p. 19, 1), 
Melanippides (Fr. 6 in Bergk, 
Lyr. Gr. p. 982) appears to have 
regarded the soul as immortal. 
Io, too (Fr. 4 in Bergk, p. 464), 
appropriates the Pythagorean 
belief in immortality. A reso- 
lution of souls into zther may 
also be implied in the popular 
belief mentioned by Aristo- 
phanes (Peace, 832), that the 
dead become stars. 

3 See Huripid., Hippol. 949 ; 
Fr. 475; Plato, Laws, vi. 782, 
C., comparing therewith the 
principles of Empedocles and 

oras. : 

4 Probably Kurip., Fr. 884, 
refers to this. 

5 That this was a part of 
Orphic perfection may be ga- 
thered from Euripides, who 


holds up Hippolytus as a type 
of an Orphic, probably only 
because this despiser of Aphro- 
dite (Hippol. 10, 101), by his 
typical chastity, reminds of 
Orphic virginity. A vow of 
chastity also occurs in Electra, 
v. 254, and it is well known 
that marriage was forbidden to 
many priestesses, though more 
rarely to priests. 

© detyw yéveoly re Bporay ka) 
vexpoOhins ob xpiuxrépevos (Hu- 
rip., Fr. 475, 16), consequently 
the same «abapeverw awd xhdous 
kal Aexoids (touching a corpse 
or woman who has been con- 
fined), which the Pythagorean 
of Alexander Polyhister in 
Diog., viii. 33 requires. Birth 
and death, for reasons closely 
allied, are regarded as pollu- 
ting. Compare Hwurip., Iphig. 
Taur. 372; Thue. iii. 104. 
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CHAPTER II. 


CHARACTER AND PROGRESS OF GREEK PHILOSOPHY IN 
THE FIFTH CENTURY. 


Tus age of Socrates inherited from that which had 
gone before it a rich treasure of religious ideas, of 
moral principles, and scientific conceptions; at the 
same time it had declined at every point from the 
earlier tone of thought and custom. Traditional 
lines seemed now to be all too narrow; new paths 
had been discovered; new problems pressed for 
solution. The legendary ideas respecting the Gods 
and the state after death, had lost all meaning for 
the great majority of the educated ;! the very exist- 
ence of the Gods had been denied by many; ancient 
customs had fallen into disuse; the orderliness of 
civil life, the simplicity and purity of domestic life, 
had given place to a wanton dissoluteness of conduct, 
and an unscrupulous pursuit of pleasure and profit. 
Principles subversive of all law and of all right were 
being unblushingly advocated with the cheerful 
approval of the younger generation. The severity 
and grandeur of the earlier art, the lucid beauty, the 
classic grace, the self-contained dignity of the later 


art, began to resolve themselves into the study of 


1 Conf. Plato, Rep. i. 330, D. 
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mere effect ; whilst under the influence of sophistry, 


philosophy had come to disbelieve, not only in indi- 
vidual systems, but also in the whole course of 
previous enquiry, and even in the possibility of know- 
ledge at all. 

Far, however, from being exhausted hereby, the 
spirit of Greece was only completely delivered by 
the throes and struggles of the fifth century. Its 
mental horizon was widened ; its thought was sharp- 
ened ; its views and conceptions enriched. Its whole 
consciousness had gained a new field since its suc- 
cess in renowned exploits and glorious undertakings. 
If the meridian of classic art and of free political 
life was past towards the close of this period, still 
the newly-awakened culture of the understanding 
was full of intellectual promise for the future; for 
sophistry had been destructive, not constructive, only 
suggesting, not accomplishing. Some new and 
thorough change was called for to satisfy not only 
practical but also intellectual requirements. Ancient 
propriety of conduct, and the received philosophic 
teaching having been once ousted by the altered 
spirit of the times, simple return thereto became im- 
possible. But to despair on this account of all 
knowledge, and of all principles of morality, was most 
precipitate. Allowing even that the received view 
of both was inadequate, it by no means followed, 
that all science, and al morality was impossible. 
On the contrary, the more the pernicious conse- 
quences of such a view were exposed, the more urgent, 
became the duty of avoiding them by a thorough 
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transformation of the whole tone of feeling and 
thought, without, however, attempting the impos- 
sible task of simply restoring the past. 

For this purpose some new path must be struck out. 
What that path should be, a far-sighted eye could 
discern with sufficient clearness by the aid of the 
experience of the past. Traditional propriety of con- 
duct had given way before the spirit of innovation, 
inasmuch as it rested upon instinct and custom, 
and not on any clear recognition of necessity. He 
who would undertake a permanent restoration of moral 
life must found it upon knowledge. Earlier philo- 
sophy had been unable to satisfy the requirements 
of the times, because it had been directed exclusively 
to a study of nature; because to the mass of men it 
did not give sufficient preliminary education for the 
work of life, nor to the thinking spirit any clue to 
the problem of its being and destiny. New philo- 
sophy must meet this want, must direct its attention 
to the sphere of mind and morals, and work into 
shape the ample supply of ethical ideas underlying 
religion, poetry and received custom, LEarlier sys- 
tems had succumbed before the doubts of sophistry, 
inasmuch as their method was too one-sided, depend- 
ing too little on definite conceptions respecting the 
nature and problem of knowledge to be able to with- 
stand a searching criticism which destroyed their 
several platforms by means of each other, and argued 
from the change and uncertainty of the phenomena 
of the senses that knowledge must be impossible. 
No building that would last could be erected except 
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by laying the foundations deeper, except by finding 
some means of supplementing these several points 
of view by each other, of harmonising them when 
contradictory in some higher bond of union,!' and of 
grasping the unchangeable essence of things amid 
changing appearances. The means wanted was sup- 
plied by Dialectic, the art of forming conceptions, 
and the result was philosophical Idealism. Thus the 
knowledge of the faults and deficiencies in existing 
circumstances led naturally to the turn taken by 
philosophy after the time of Socrates. Scientific 
ethics became necessary because of the tottering of 
moral convictions; a wider enquiry, because of the 
narrowness of the philosophy of nature; a eritical 
method, because of the contradiction of dogmatic 
systems ; a philosophy of conceptions, because of the 
uncertainty of the observations of the senses ; Ideal- 
ism, hecause of the unsatisfactory nature of a materia- 
listic view of the world. 

Precisely these features distinguish the Socratic 
philosophy from that of the previous period. The 
pre-Socratic philosophy was simply and solely a 
philosophy of nature ;? the transitional philosophy 
of the Sophists was the first to leave nature for 
ethical and dialectical questions. After Socrates 
the dialectical tendency is supreme. His own atten- 
tion was exclusively occupied with determining con- 
ceptions, and enquiries respecting virtue. With 
rare exceptions the imperfect Socratic schools con- 


1 Comp. Zeller’s Phil. der ? In the sense given, Zid. I. 
Griechen, Part I. p. 854, 860. 155. 


CHAP. 


(2) The 
pre-Socra- 
tio philo- 
sophy a 
study of 
nature ; 
the Socra- 
tic of con- 
ceptions. 


CHAP. 


‘B. Charac- 
teristic of 
this period 
is its doc- 
trine of 
concep- 
tions. 


STATE OF CULTURE IN GREECE. 


fined themselves to the same field; Plato, founding 
his system in conceptions, completing it in morals, 
forms a marked contrast to the natural philosophers, 
who went before him. Even in Aristotle who treats 
of physics in detail and with an evident prefer- 
ence for the subject, they are only a single branch 
of a system, and in point of value subordinate to 
metaphysics. 

Such an increase of territory showed that the 
whole platform of philosophy had changed. Why 
else should thought have embraced other and more 
extended materials, had it not been changed in it- 
self, and therefore no longer contented itself with 
what had been before? For the same reason the 
philosophic method was a different one. In previous 
philosophy thought had dealt directly with its ob- 
ject, as such. In the Socratic and post-Socratic 
systems it deals in the first place with conceptions 
and only with objects indirectly, through the medium 
of conceptions. The older systems asked, without 
further ado, what predicates belonged to things ; for 
instance, whether what is real admits of motion or 
not—how and out of what the world is made. The 
Socratic philosophy ever asks, in the first place, what 
things are in themselves according to their concep- 
tion, thinking not otherwise to obtain information 
respecting their properties and conditions than by 
the help of the conception of things thoroughly 
mastered.' No conception of a thing can, however, 


1 Compare, not to mention mentinthe Phsdo, 99, D: After 
other passages, the clear state- having vainly busied himself 
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be obtained, except by grouping together its various 
aspects and qualities, by smoothing down apparent 
contradictions, by separating what is lasting from 
what is changing, in a word, by that critical method, 
which Socrates introduced, and which Plato and Aris- 
totle elaborated and developed. Former philosophers 
having gone forth from particular prominent features 
to arrive at the essence of things, and having failed 
because of their one-sidedness: it was now required 
that all the properties of an object should be taken 
into account and weighed from every side, before a 
judgment could be formed thereupon. Thus the 
philosophy of conceptions steps into the place of dog- 
matism. In this way reflection which by means 
of sophistry had destroyed the older philosophy was 
taken into the service of the new philosophy; the 
various aspects under which things may be regarded, 
were brought together and referred to each other; but 
not content with the negative conclusion that our 
notions cannot be true because they contain opposite 
determinations, the new philosophy aimed at uniting 
these opposites in one, and showing that true science 
is not affected by contradiction, inasmuch as it only 
refers to that which unites opposites in itself, and 
excludes contradiction. This pursuit of knowledge 


with the enquiries of the na- 
tural philosophers he declares 
himself convinced, that he has 
only got into deeper darkness 
by directing his enquiries into 
things in themselves. (rd d3yra 
oromay . . . BAréxwy xpbs ra 
Fphypara Tots Supaot nal éxdory 


Tov aicOhoewy emixepay drrecba 
aitay.) Boke 5h wor xpiva els rovs 
Adyous xatrapvydyra év éxeivois 
oKxoweiy tay byTwy Thy &dAfbeav 
(the true essence of things), 
i.e. instead of xpdypara, Adyor, 
instead of Uyra, dAfOea Tay 
byroy. 
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through conceptions is the common peculiarity of 
the Socratic, the Platonic, and the Aristotelian philo- 
sophy. That the lesser Socratic schools follow the 
same bent will be seen hereafter. 

If only conceptions can give true knowledge, it 
follows that true being can only belong to that which 
is known by means of conceptions; that is, to the 
essence of things, as this presents itself in thought. 
This essential being cannot, however, be sought 
for in matter. Anaxagoras had early realised that 
matter could only become a world by means of spirit ; 
since then the old materialistic physics had been 
discredited by sophistry; nothing remained but to 


_regard the form and purpose of things, the immaterial 


part in them as most essential for determining the 
conceptions, nay, even to assign to it a true reality 
underlying the appearance. In this way the Socratic 
philosophy led logically to Idealism. 

The beginnings of this Idealism are unmistak- 
able even in Socrates. His indifference to physical 
enquiries and his preference for ethical ones prove 
conclusively that he attributed to the inner world a 
much higher value than to the outer world. Resolve 
his theory of final causes applied to nature into the 
metaphysical elements out of which it is composed ; 
the conclusion is inevitable that not the material of 
which a thing is made, but the conception which 
gives it shape, makes a thing what it is, and that 
this accordingly represents its true nature. This 
Idealism is more pronounced in the school of Megara ; 
and in Plato it runs through all parts of his philo- 
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sophy side by side with a current of pre-Socratic Cuar. 
doctrines. Even Aristotle is not faithless to this view. __ 1" 
Whilst denying the independent existence of the 
Platonic ideas, he nevertheless asserts that reality 
consists not in matter but in form, and that the 
highest reality belongs to spirit free from matter. 
On this ground he states even in his physics, agree- 
ing herein with his predecessors, that final causes are 
higher than material causes. Compared therefore 
with the natural philosophers of the pre-Socratic 
period, even Aristotle may fairly be called an Idealist. 

Starting from a consideration of nature, the pre- 
Socratic philosophy made it its chief business to en- 
quire into the essence and causes of external things, 
for this purpose going back to their material proper- 
ties. An entirely different character is displayed in 
the philosophy founded by Socrates. This begins 
with the study of self rather than the study of 
nature—with ethics rather than physics. It aims at 
explaining phenomena, first of all by means of con- 
ceptions, and only in the second place naturally. It 
substitutes an attitude of enquiry for dogmatic state 
ment, idealism in the place of materialism. Mind 
is now regarded as the higher element compared with 
matter. The philosophy of nature has developed 
into a philosophy of conceptions. 

Not that as yet the claim was advanced on be- C. Dis- 
half of the human mind to be the measure of truth Gye? 7 
and the end of science. Far from reaching the sub- Hibs ent 
jective idealism of Fichte—an idealism in fact only lian phib- 
possible in modern times—the philosophy of this *??¥- 


(1) Zt still 
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period is not nearly so subjective as the post-Aristo- 
telian schools.! In them the interests of speculation 
are subordinated to those of morals; knowledge is 
regarded only as a means to virtue and Jhappiness; 
whereas the independent value of science is fully ad- 
mitted by the great philosophers of the present 
period. To them knowledge is an end in itself; 
speculation is the highest and noblest thing; action 
is made to depend upon knowledge, not knowledge 
to depend upon the aims of active life. Only a few 
one-sided followers of Socrates, who, however, prove 
nothing as to the general tendency, are an exception 
to this rule. 

A simple belief in the possibility of knowledge 
is here displayed which was wanting in the post- 
Aristotelian philosophy. “he doubts of the Sophists 
are refuted, but in the mind of the philosopher 
there is no need of overcoming doubt. The problem 
proposed is, How can true knowledge be obtained, 
in what kind of mental representations must it be 
sought, how must the conception of it be deter- 
mined? No doubt is felt but that knowledge is 
really possible. The search for a test—the funda- 
mental question of the later schools—is altogether 
unknown? to the thinkers of this time. Equally 
unknown to them are the answers to that problem. 


1 Take for instance the The- as to the possibility of know- 
setetus; the question raised ledge involved in the enquiry 
there as to the conception of for a standard. 
knowledge (émiorhun 8, ri wore ? Compare Zeller, |. c.; Intro- 
tuydxve bv; Thestet. 145, E.) duction to Part II. and I. 137. 
is quite different from the doubt 
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They did not, as did the Epicureans and Stoics, cut 
short the question by practically begging it. They 
did not, as did the Sceptics, despair of knowledge. 
They did not, as did the Neoplatonists, resort to 
higher revelations. They were content to look to 
well-regulated thought for the source of truth. 
Even that branch of science, the independent pur- 
suit of which was much neglected by later thinkers— 
physics—was studied in this epoch with success. 
. Socrates and the majority of his pupils may have 
neglected it, but not so Plato ; and Aristotle carries it 
to a point final in the main for nearly two thousand 
years. If the post-Aristotelian Ethics proved at last 
faithless to the principles of the old Greek morality, 
partly under the influence of a world-wide extension, 
partly owing to their severance from politics, owing 
to the withdrawal of the moral consciousness from 
the outer world, owing to a dumb resignation and a 
sour asceticism; the difference of epochs in this 
respect is simply seen by recalling the many-sided 
sympathies of Socrates, with his cheerful enjoyment 
of life, and his devoted attachment to his country, 
or the teaching of Plato concerning the state, or 
that of Aristotle concerning virtue and society, or 
the relation of the Cyrenaic to the Epicurean doc- 
trine of happiness.! 

Is it true that the philosophy of this second 
period attempts in ethics to get beyond the established 
bounds? It supplements the propriety of custom by a 
theory of morals and conscious action. It distinguishes 

1 Comp. Zeller, 1. c., i, 139. 
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more definitely than the ordinary view between the 
outward deed and the intention. It requires a 
rising above the life of the senses to what is ideal. 
Light is thrown on the meaning and motives of 
moral consciousness. A universal philanthropy is 
taught, which is not lost in local patriotism; and 
accordingly the state is only regarded as an institu- 
tion for the attainment of virtue and happiness, and 
not as the final moral cause. For all that this period 
is far removed from the apathy of either Stoic or 
Epicurean, from the imperturbability of the Sceptic, 
from the asceticism of the Neoplatonist. It seeks 
not to sever man in his moral activity from nature; 
with Aristotle it regards virtue as the perfection of 
a natural gift; with Plato it advances from the love 
of what is sensibly beautiful, to the love of what is 
morally beautiful. It requires the philosopher to 
work for his fellowmen. The world-citizenship of a 
later time is absent; absent too is its nationality and 
political life. Even in this respect, it holds the 
classic mean between a slavish surrender to the outer 
world, and a narrow withdrawal therefrom. , 

Compared with the pre-Socratic era, the age of 
Socrates is characterised by the diversion of philo- 
sophy from external nature to thought or to ideas. 
Compared with the following age, it is marked by 
the real character of its thought, that is, by the fact 
that the thinker is not ultimately thrown back on 
himself and the certainty of his own knowing, but 
on attaining to the knowledge of what is in itself 
real and true. In short its theory of a knowledge of 
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conceptions determines its character. From this 
theory may be deduced its breadth of view reaching 
alike beyond the physical one-sidedness of the pre- 
Socratic, and the moral one-sidedness of the post-~ 
Aristotelian schools, its critical method in opposition 
to the earlier and later dogmatism, and its idealism, 
transfiguring the whole aspect of the outer world, 
without, however, entailing any withdrawal therefrom. 

The development of this theory was carried 
out in a simple and natural order by three philoso- 
phic schools, the founders of which belong to three 
successive generations, and are personally connected 
as teachers and pupils.! First comes Socrates assert- 
ing that the standard of human thought and action 
lies in a knowledge of conceptions, and teaching 
his followers to acquire this knowledge by dealing 


D. De- 
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of the 
Socratic 
philoso- 
phy. 


with notions critically. Hence Plato concluded that . 


objective conceptions are in the true sense the only 
real things, a derivative reality belonging to all 
other things, a view which he upheld bya more 
critical analvsis, and developed to a system. Lastly, 
Aristotle arrived at the conclusion that in a thing 
the conception itself constitutes its real essence and 
moving power. By an exhaustive analysis of the 
scientific method, he showed how conceptions were to 
be formed and applied to particulars, and by a most 
comprehensive enquiry into the several parts of the 
universe, he examined the laws and connection of 
conceptions, and the thoughts which determine all 
that really is. Socrates had as yet no system. He 


1 Comp. Zeller, 1, 9, 136, 142. 
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had not even any material groundwork. Convinced 
that only in acquiring conceptions is true knowledge 
to be found, that true virtue consists in acting 
according to conceptions, that even the world has 
been ordered in accordance with definite conceptions, 
and therefore shows design, in any given case he 
tries by a critical testing of prevailing notions to 
gain a conception of the object with which he has 
to deal, and to this he devotes all his powers, to the 
conclusion of every other interest. But he never 
went beyond this formal treatment. His teaching 
was confined to general requirements and presump- 
tions. His importance lies not in a new view of 
things, but in a new conception of knowledge, and 
in the way he forms this conception, in his view of 
the problem and method of science, in the strength 
of his philosophical bent, and in the simplicity of his 
philosophical life. 

The Socratic search for conceptions has grown in 
Plato to a discovery of them, to a certainty of pos- 
sessing them, and gazing upon them. With him 
objective thoughts or ideas are the only real things. 
Mere idealess existence or matter as such is simply 
non-existent ; all things else are made up partly of 
what is and partly of what is not; they therefore are 
only real in proportion to the part they have in the 
idea. Granting that this is in advance of the 
Socratic view, it is no less certain that it follows 
logically from that view. The Platonic ideas, as 
Aristotle rightly understood them,' are the general 


1 Met. i. 6, 987, b, 1. 
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conceptions, which Socrates had arrived at, separated 
from the world of appearance. They are also the 
central point of the speculations of Aristotle. With 
him the conception or the form constitutes the 
essence, the reality, and is as it were the soul of 
things; only form without matter, simple spirit 


thinking of itself, is absolutely real ; only thought is ‘ 


to man the most intense reality, and therefore also 
the most intense pleasure in life. Yet there is this 
difference between Aristotle and Plato, that whereas 
Plato separates the conception from the appearance, 
regarding it as independent—as an ida, Aristotle, 
places it mm things themselves, without, however, 
implying that form stands in need of matter to be- 
come actual, since it is in itself actual. Moreover, 
Aristotle will not remove the idea out of the world 
of appearances, because it cannot in a state of 
separation serve as a connecting link between indi- 
vidual things, nor can it be the cause and substance 
of things. Thus the theory is seen to be one and the 
same which Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle represent 
at different stages of growth. In Socrates it is un- 
developed, but full of vitality, pushing itself forward 
through the husk of earlier philosophy; in Plato it 
has grown to a pure and independent existence ; and 
in Aristotle it has overspread the whole world of 
being and consciousness, exhausting itself in the 
effort, and moving towards a perfect transformation 
in later systems. Socrates, so to speak, is the preg- 
nant germ, Plato the rich bloom, Aristotle the ripe 
E 
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fruit of Greek philosophy at the perfection of its 
historical growth. 

One phenomenon only will not fall into this his- 
torical chain, but threatens to break the continuity 
of Greek thought, viz. the imperfect attempts to 
expand the Socratic principle which are seen in the 
Megarian, the Cynic, and the Cyrenaic schools. In 
these schools a real and essential progress of the 
philosophic consciousness was not indeed to be found, 
inasmuch as philosophy, which had arrived at any 
rate in principle even in the time of Socrates at 
objective knowledge, such as could only be found 
in a system, was by them limited to subjective train- 
ing of thought and character. Nor yet can they be 
said to be wholly unimportant. For not only were 
they, at a later period starting points for Stoicism, 
Epicureanism, and Scepticism, but they also pro- 
moted, independently of this, many scientific enqui- 
ries, by means of which they exercised an undeniable 
influence on Plato and Aristotle. The same case 
occurs elsewhere, and is met with, even in this epoch, 
in the older Academy, and in the Peripatetic schools, 
both of which had no independent influence on the 
growth of philosophy, but yet cannot be overlooked 
in its history. Of all these phenomena one and the 
same thing must be said. Their chief importance lies 
not in their having expanded a principle theoretically, 
but in their having been practically helpful in ad- 
vancing it, by preserving the older forms of culture 
for cotemporaries to see, here and there improving 
and widening them, and by thus keeping the philo- 
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sopher’s mind in sight of a many-sidedness, without 
which later systems would never have included the 
products of the earlier ones. 

This permanence of philosophic schools is not 
therefore met with until philosophy had attained a 
certain general extension, in Greece not until the 
time of Socrates and Plato. Whereas Plato, by sum- 
ming up all the pre-Socratic schools, put an end to 
their existence ; after his time no theory was put for- 
ward which did not propagate itself in a school until 
the time that Neoplatonism put the coping-stone on 
Greek philosophy, in and with which all previous 
systems were extinguished. In later times, however 
many intellectual varieties rise up side by side, only a 
few of them possess a distinct life of their own. The 
rest are a traditional revival of previous views, and 
cannot, in considering the peculiar philosophical 
character of an age, be taken further into account. 
They need therefore only to be mentioned by the 
historian in a passing way. This statement applies 
to the imperfect followers of Socrates. Their doc- 
trines are not an advancement in principle, but only 
incomplete reproductions of Socratic views, and con- 
nected with Socrates in the same way that the elder 
Academy is with Plato, or the Peripatetic school 
with Aristotle. 
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CHAPTER III. 
THE LIFE OF SOCRATES. 


THERE is no instance on record of a philosopher 
whose importance as a thinker is so closely bound 
up with his personal character as a man as it was in 
the case of Socrates. Every system, it is true, as 
being the work of a definite person, may best be 
studied in the light of the peculiarities, culture, 
misfortunes and circumstances of its author; yet in 
the ‘case of others it is easier to separate the fruits 
of their intellectual life from the stock on which 
they grew; doctrines can generally be received and 
handed down quite unchanged by men of very dif- 
ferent characters. In the case of Socrates this is 
not nearly so easy. His teaching aimed far less at 
definite doctrines, which can be equally well em- 
braced hy different men, than at a special tone of 
life and thought, at a philosophic character and the 
art of intellectual enquiry, in short, at a something not 
to be directly imparted and handed down unaltered, 
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but to be propagated freely, others being stirred 
up to an analogous development of their peculiarities. 
So much the more anxious should this make us for 
detailed information as to the training of a character 
which has had so powerful an influence on history. 
Here a very common difficulty meets us. What 
Socrates was, and how he acted in his riper years, is 
well known; but only the roughest outline is pre- 
served of the circumstances of his life. Over the 
earlier part of it deep darkness rests. For the history 
of his intellectual and moral training, if we except a 
few scanty and for the most part untrustworthy 
statements of earlier writers, we are left entirely to 
conjecture. | 

The youth and early manhood of Socrates fall in 
the most brilliant period of Grecian history.’ Born 
during the last years of the Persian war,' he was 


1 The best ascertained date 
in the life of Socrates is the 
date of his death. According 
to Demetrius Phalereus and 
Apollodorus (in Diog. ii. 44), 
it happened in Olympiad 95, 
1 (Diod. xiv. 37), probably in 
the second half of the month 
Thargelion. For at this time 
must be placed the return of 
the Delian Oewpls, which, ac- 
cording to Plato (Phdo, 59, 
D.), arrived the day before the 
execution of Socrates. Comp. 
K. F. Hermann, De theoria 
Deliaca, Ind. Schol. Gotting. 
1846. About a month earlier 
(Xenophon, Mem. iv. 8, 2, says 
definitely thirty days), i.e. in 
the month Munychion, the ju- 
dicial enquiry took place. 
Socrates must accordingly have 


been condemned in April or 


May 399 B.c., and have suf- 
fered death in May or June the 
same year. Since at the time 
of his death he had passed his 
seventieth year (Plato, Apol. 


17, D.), but not long (Crite, | 


52, E. calls him in round num- 
bers seventy), his birth cannot 
have fallen later than Ol. 77, 3, 
or 469 B.c. If his birthday is 
rightly fixed for the 6th Thar- 
gelion (Apoll. in Diog. ii. 44, 
Plut. Qu. Conv. viii. 1, 1, 
Atlian, V. H. ii. 25), and was 
not past at the time of the 
judicial enquiry, we should 
have to go back for it to 470 
oreven 471 B.C. (Comp. 
Bickh. Corp. Inscript. ii. 321; 
Hermann, 1. c.7). 

The question then arises whe- 
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nearly cotemporary with all those great men who 


adorned the age of Pericles. 


As a citizen of Athens 


he participated in all those elements of culture, 
which thanks to its unrivalled fertility of thought, 
congregated in that great metropolis. If poverty and 
low birth somewhat impeded his using them, still 


ther these statements respect- 
ing the time of his birth are 
facts or a mere fiction; and 
whether the birthday of So- 
crates, the paeurixds, was not 
placed on the 6th of Thargelion 
to make it agree with that of 
Artemis, as Plato’s was made 
to agree with Apollo’s. If so, 
he may have been born in 
469 B.c. (Olym. 77, 3). Any- 
how, Apollodorus, placing it in 
468 B.c. (Ol. 77, 4), (Diog. 1. ¢.) 
is wrong. Nor can the state- 
ment noticed by Diogenes that 
he was only sixty years of age 
weigh against the clear lan- 
guage of Plato, and probably 
rests upon a transcriber’s mis- 
take. Hermann’s observation 
(Plat. Phil. 666, De Philos. Jon. 
setat. ii. A. 39) that Socrates 
could not have beenborn in the 
third or fourth year of an 
Otympiad, since he was twenty- 
five (Synes. Calv. Enc. c. 17) 
at the time of his interview 
with Protagoras, which inter- 
view happened (Plato, Parm.) 
at the time of the Panathenza, 
and consequently in the third 
year of an Olympiad, will not 
hold water. Supposing the 
interview to be even a fact, 
which is very doubtful, the 
remark of Synesius (Calv. Enc. 
c.17) respecting the age of 
Socrates is a pure guess, and 
altogether refuted by the lan- 


guage of the Theetet. 183, F., 
and the Parmen. 127, C., xdyv 
yéos, opddpa véos. 

' That his father Sophronis- 
cus (Xen. Hellen. i. 7, 15; 
Plato, Lach. 180, D.; how 
Epiphanius, Exp. Fid. 1087, A., 
comes to call him Elbaglus, is 
difficult to say) was a sculptor, 
may be gathered from Dog. ii. 
18. The services of his mother 
Phenarete as a midwife are 
known from Plato’s Thestetus, 
149, A. As regards circum- 
stances, it is stated by Demet- 
rius Phaler. in Plutarch’s Life of 
Aristides, c. 1, that he not only 
possessed land, but had seventy 
minse—a considerable sum—at 
interest; but this statement 
is at variance with the testi- 
mony of the best witnesses. 
The reasons for it are without 
doubt quite as weak as those 
for a similar statement respect- 
ing Aristides, and arose seem- 
ingly from some Peripatetic’s 
wish to find authorities for his 
view of the worth of riches. 
Plato (Apol. 23, B., 38, A.; 
Rep. i. 337, D.) and Xenophon 
(Cc. ii. 2; xi. 3; Mem. i. 2, 1) 
represent him not only as very 
poor, wdvu pixpd kexrnudvos and 
évy xevig puplq, but they also 
give reasons for thinking so. 
Plato makes him say, perhaps 
he could pay a fine of a mina, 
and Xenophon depicts him as 
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in the Athens of Pericles, not even the lowest on the 
city roll was debarred from enjoying the rich pro- 
fusion of art, which was for the. most part devoted 
to the purposes of the state, nor yet from associating 
with men in the highest ranks of life. This free 
personal intercourse did far more to advance intel- 
lectual culture at that time than teaching in schools ; 
Socrates had reached manhood before the Sophists 
introduced a formal system of instruction. Intelli- 
gible asit thus becomes, how an energetic man in the 
position of Socrates could find many incitements to 
and means of culture, and how even he ¢ould be 
carried away by the wonderful elevation of his native 
city, still nothing very accurate is known respect- 
ing the routes by which he advanced to his subse- 
quent greatness." We may suppose that he enjoyed 
the usual education in gymnastics and music,? al- 
though the stories which are told of his teachers in 


estimating his whole property, 
inclusive of his cottage, at five 
mins. The story of Libanius 
(Apol. Socr. t. iii. p. 7), accord- 
ing to which Socrates inherited 
eighty minz from his father, 
and lost them by lending, bear- 
ing his loss with extreme com- 
posure, looks like a story in- 
tended to show the indifference 
of a philosopher to wealth. 
Had Plato and Xenophon 
known the story, we may be 
sure they would not have 
omitted to tell it. 

1 See the work of K. F. Her- 
mann, De Socratis magistris et 
disciplina juvenili, Marb. 1837. 

2 Plato says so plainly in the 


Crito, 60, D. Even apart from 
this testimony there could be 
no doubt. Porphyry’s state- 
ment (in Theod. Cur. Gr. Aff. 
i. 29, p. 8)—a statement un- 
doubtedly derived from Aris- 
toxenus—that Socrates was too 
uneducated to be able to read, 
need scarcely be refuted by 
authorities such as Xen. Mem. 
i. 6,14; iv. 7,3,5. Itis clearly 
an exaggeration of the well- 
known éxaidevola (Plato, Symp. 
221, E., 199, A., Apol. 17, B.), 
which only belongs to the 
satirical outside of the philoso- 
pher, but was readily taken 
hold of and exaggerated by 
jealousy in later times. 


CHAP, 


SOCRATES. 


music ! deserve no credit. 


We hear further that he 


learnt enough of geometry to be able to grapple with 
difficult problems, and that he was not ignorant of 
astronomy ;? but whether he acquired this knowledge 
in his youth, or only in later years, and who was his 


teacher, we cannot tell.? 


We see him, in mature 


years, in relations more or less close with a number 
of characters who must have exerted a most varied 


and stirring influence on his mind.‘ 


1 According to Max. Tyr. 
xxxviii. 4, Connus was his 
teacher in music, and Euenus 
in poetry. Alexander (in 
Diog. ii. 19) calls him a pupil 
of Damon, whereas Sertus 
(Matth. vi. 13) makes Lampo 
his teacher. All these notices 
have undoubtedly come from 
passages in Plato, which are ir- 
relevant. Socrates calls Connus 
his teacher (Menex. 235, E., 
and Euthyd. 272, C.), but ac- 
cording to the latter passage 
he was a man at the time, so 
that he must have gone to 
Connus simply with a view to 
revive a skill long since ac- 
quired. It is more probable 
(however often such notices 
are given as historical, and 
with further details: Cie. a 
Fam. ix. 22; Quint. i. 10; 
Val. Maw. viii. 7; Diog. ii. 32) 
Stob. Flor. 29, 68) that the 
passages in Plato refer to the 
Connus of the comic poet 
Ameipsias, from which the 
whole fabrication comes. See 
Hermann, p. 24. Damon’s 
name is mentioned in the 
Laches, 180, D., 197, D.; Rep. 
iii. 400, B., 424, C., in which 
passages, however, this musi- 


It is beyond 


cian appears as the friend 
rather than as the instructor of 
Socrates, and as an important 
political character, from his 
connection with Pericles. The 
Phzedo, 60, C., and the Apology, 
20, A., mention Euenus, yet not 
as a teacher, and hardly even 
as an acquaintance of Socrates. 
And lastly, the Lampo of Sex- 
tus probably owes his existence 
to a mistake. Sextus may have 
written Damon instead of Con- 
nus (Stobeus, Flor. 29, 68, has 
Connus in the same connection) 
—or else Lamprus (a name 
which occurs in the Menexenus, 
though not as that of a teacher 
of Socrates), and transcribers 
made it Lampo. The celebrated 
prophet of this name cannot of 
course have been intended. 

2 Xen. Mem. iv. 7, 3, 5. 

§ Maximus |. c. says Theodore 
of Cyrene, but this is only an 
inference from Plato’s Theste- 
tus, and not warranted by it. 

* For instance, the Sophists 
Protagoras, Gorgias, Polus, 
Hippias, Thrasymachus, but 
especially Prodicus. Cf. Plato, 
Prot., Gorg., Hip., Rep. i. Xen. 
Mem. ii. 1, 21; iv. 4, 5, &e. 
Also Euripides, who was on 
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doubt that he owed much to such relations; but 
these friends cannot in strict accuracy be described 
as his, teachers, although we may often find them 
so-called;! neither is any light derived hence for 
the history of his early training. We further meet 
with expressions which show that he must have had 
a general acquaintance with the views of Parmenides 
and Heraclitus, of the Atomists, of Anaxagoras, and 
perhaps of Empedocles.2 Whence he derived this 
knowledge, it is impossible to say. The stories that 
he received instruction In his younger years from 
Anaxagoras and Archelaus, can neither be supported 
by satisfactory evidence, nor are they probable in 
themselves.’ Still more uncertain is his supposed inter- 


such intimate terms with him 
that the comic poets charged 
him with borrowing his trage- 
dies from Socrates. (Cf. 
ii, 18; lian, V. H. ii. 13. 
Also Aspasia ; cf. Xen. Cc. 3, 
14; Mem. ii. 6, 36; Ai%schines 
in Cie. de Invent. i. 31; in 
Max. Tyr. xxxviii. 4; conf. 
Hormann De sch. relig. 16 
Hermesianax in Athen. xiii. 
599, a; Diotima (Plato, Symp.). 
Respecting several of these we 
know not whether Plato was 
true to facts in bringing them 
into connection with Socrates. 
1 Socrates calls himself in 
Plato a pupil of Prodicus 
(Zeller, 1. c. 1. 873, D.), of Aspa- 
sia (Menex. 235, E.), and of 
Diotima (Symp. 201, D.), all of 
which statements have been re- 
peated in past and present 
times. See Hermann, Soc. 
Mag. p. 11. We may suppose 
that the instruction given by 


the two ladies consisted in free 
personal intercourse, even al- 
lowing that Diotima is a real 
person, and the Menexenus a 
genuine dialogue; not only 
this, but the same applies 
equally to Prodicus. Maximus 
calls Ischomachus his teacher 
in agriculture, but he probably 
arrived at this conclusion by 
misunderstanding Xen. Cc. 6, 
1%. The story that he was a 
pupil of Diagoras of Melos (the 
Scholiast on Aristoph. Nubes, v. 
828), is obviously false. 

2 Xen. Mem. i.1, 14; iv. 7, 6. 

* The authorities are: for 
Anaxagoras, Aristid. Or. xlv., 
p. 21, and the nameless authori- 
ties referred to by Diag. ii. 19 
and 45, whom Suidas 2wxpdr. 
according to custom follows ; 
for Archelaus, Diog. ii. 16, 19, 
23, x. 12, and those mentioned 
by him, Io, Aristoxenus, and 
Diocles. Besides these Cicero, 
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course with Zeno and Parmenides. 


Even little is 


known of the philosophical writings with which he 


Sextus, Porphyry (in Theod. 
Cur. Gr. Aff. xii. 67, p. 175), 
Clement of Alexandria (Strom. 
i. 302, A.), Simplicius, Eusebius 
(Pr. Ev. x. 14, 18, xiv. 15, 11, 


xv.61, 11), Hippolytus, the spu-. 


rious Galen, and a few others ; 
conf. XKrische, Forsch. 210. 
The evidence in favour of 
Anaxagoras is very insufficient, 
and the language respecting 
him used by Socrates (Plato, 
Pheedo, 97, B. and Xenophon, 
Mem. iv. 7, 6) makes it impro- 
bable that he knew him person- 
ally, or was acquainted with 
his views, except from books 
and hearsay, which of course 
does not exclude any casual or 
accidental intercourse. The 
traditions respecting his rela- 
tions to Archelaus are better 
authenticated; yet even here 
there is much that is suspicious. 
Of the two earliest authorities, 
Io and Aristoxenus, the former, 
who was an older contemporary 
of Socrates, does not make Ar- 
chelaus his instructor. All that 
is stated in Ditog. ii. 23, on his 
authority, is that Socrates, when 
a young man, travelled with 
Archelaus to Samos. This asser- 
tion, however, flatly contradicts 
Plato (Crito, 52, B.), who says 
that Socrates never left Athens, 
except once to go to the Isth- 
mian games, or when on mili- 
tary duty. Miller, however, 
gets over the difficulty (Frag. 
Hist. Gr. ii. 49, N. 9) by sup- 
posing that Plato was only re- 
ferring to Socrates when grown 


up. 
It is just possible that Plato 


may not have known of a jour- 
ney which Socrates took in his 
earlier years. That he should 
have knowingly omitted to 
mention it, as Alberti Socr. 40 
supposes, is hardly likely. It 
is also possible some mistake 
may have been made. Io may 
not have meant a journey to 
Samos, but his taking part in 
the expedition to Samos of 441 
B.C., which, strange to say, is 
not mentioned in the Apology, 
28, E. Or the error may lie 
with Diogenes, who applied to 
Socrates what Io had said of 
some one else. Or it may not 
be the Io of Chios, but some 
later individual who thus 
writes of Socrates. Certain it 
is, that Io’s testimony does not 
prove Socrates to have been a 
pupil of Archelaus. Even if the 
relation were proved to have 
existed in Socrates’ younger 
days, it would still be a ques- 
tion whether his philosophy 
was influenced thereby. 
Aristoxenus goes further. Ac- 
cording to his account in Diog. 
ii. 16, Socrates was the fa- 
vourite of Archelaus, or as 
Porphyry represents the mat- 
ter, he became acquainted with 
Arehelaus in his seventeenth 
year, lived with him many 
years, and was by him initiated 
into philosophy. We shall have 
occasion to notice hereafter how 
little dependence can be placed 
on the statements of Aristoxe- 
nus respecting Socrates. Were 
the other statement which is 
to be found in Diogenes closely 
connected with this one, that 
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was acquainted.' A well-known passage in Plato's 
Phaedo ? describes him as advancing from the older 
natural science and the philosophy of Anaxagoras to 
his own peculiar views. But it is most improbable 
that this passage gives a historical account of his in- 
tellectual development, if for no other reason, at 
least for this one,*? that the course of development 
there leads to the Platonic theory of conceptions; let 
alone the fact that it is by no means certain that 
Plato himself possessed any fuller information re- 


specting the intellectual progress of his teacher. 
No doubt he began life by learning his father’s 
trade,‘ a trade which he probably never practised, 


Socrates did not become a 
pupil of Archelaus till after 
the condemnation of Anaxago- 
ras, its worthlessness would be 
thoroughly shown; for Socrates 
was seventeen when Anaxago- 
ras left Athens, and had long 
passed his years of pupilage. 
The assertions of Aristoxenus, 
however, are in themselves im- 
probable. For supposing So- 
crates to have been on intimate 
terms with Archelaus, when 
young, twenty years before 
Anaxagoras was banished, how 
is it conceivable that he should 
not have known Anaxagoras ?— 
and if he was instructed by 
him in philosophy, how is it 
that neither Xenophon nor 
Plato nor Aristotle ever men- 
tion Archelaus? All the later 
authorities for the relation of 
the two philosophers appear to 
rest on Aristoxenus. As there 
is nothing in the teaching of 
Archelaus, with which the So- 


cratic teaching can be connec- 
ted, it seems probable that he 
had little to do with the philo- 
sophy of Socrates, even though 
Socrates may have known him 
and his teaching. Besides, 
Socrates (in Xen. Sym.) calls 
himself an abroupybs ris pido- 
coplas, a self-taught philoso- 
pher. 

1 He seems to have known 
those of Anaxagoras. A sup- 
posed allusion to the writings 
of Heraclitus (in Diag. ii. 22), 
is uncertain, nor is it estab- 
lished that he ever studied the 
Pythagorean doctrines (Plu. 


Curios, 2). 

2 96, A. 

* As Volquardsen, (Rhein. 
Mus. N.F. xix. 514; Alberti 


Socr. 13; Ueberweg, Unters 
d. Plat. Schr. 94; Steinhart, 
Plat. L., 297. 


4 Timon and Duris in Diog. 
ii. 19. Timseus, according to 
Porphyry in Cyril c. Jul. 208, 
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and certainly soon gave up.' Considering it to be 
his special calling to labour for the moral and intel- 
lectual improvement of himself and others, this con- 
viction forced itself so strongly upon him, as to 
appear to him in the light of a divine revelation.? 
He was, moreover, confirmed therein by a Delphic 
oracle, which, of course, must not be regarded as the 
cause of, but rather as an additional support to, his 


reforming zeal.® 


A. Plato (Rep. vi. 496, B.) 
seems to have had the case of 
Socrates in view. 

’ Porphyry leaves it open 
whether Socrates or his father 
practised sculpture ; nor is any- 
thing proved by the story that 
the Graces on the Acropolis 
were his work (Diog. Paus. i. 
22). No allusions are found in 
Aristophanes, Plato, and Xeno- 
phon to the sculptor’s art. 
Hence we may conclude that 
if Socrates ever practised it, he 
gave it up long before the play 
of the Clouds was acted. Duris 
and Demetrius of Byzantium 
(in Diog. ii. 19), in stating that 
he was a slave, and that Crito 
removed him from a workshop 
and cared for his education, 
appear to confound him with 
Phzedo. 

2 Plato, Apol. 83, C.: esol 8é 
ToUTo .. . . . mpooréraxra: bxd 
Tov Oeot mpdrrey Kal éx payrelwoy 
xa é évunviey Kal xaytl Tpdérgq, 
grep tis wore nal KAAN Oela potpa 
avOpaup Kal driv xportrate 
WOLLyY, 

* According to the well- 
known story in the Apol. 20, 
K., which has been repeated 
countless times by succeeding 


How and when this conviction first 


writers, the matter stands thus: 
Chzrephon had asked at Delphi 
if there were a wiser man than 
Socrates, and the priestess had 
answered in the negative. 
The Iambics which purport to 
contain the answer in Diog. 
li. 37, and Swid. copés belong 
of course to a much later 
period. Whereupon, says So- 
crates, he had thought over 
the sense of the oracle, and, in: 
the hope of finding it, he had 
conversed with all who made 
pretensions to knowledge. At 
last he has found that neither 
he himself nor any other man 
was wise, but that others be- 
lieved themselves to be wise, 
whilst he was conscious of his 


want of wisdom. He con- 
sidered himself therefore 
pledged in the service of 


Apollo to a similar sifting of 
men, to save the honour of the 
oracle, which declared him, al- 
though one so wanting in wis- 
dom, to be the wisest of men. 
Allowing that Socrates really 
said this—and there is no 
doubt that he uttered it in 
substance—it by no means fol- 
lows that his philosophical 
activity dated from the time 
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dawned on him, cannot be determined. Most prob- 
ably it grew gradually in proportion as he gained 
more knowledge of the moral and intellectual circum- 
stances of his time, and soon after the beginning of 
the Peloponnesian war he had found in the main his 
philosophical centre of gravity.’ 

From that time forward he devoted himself to 
the mission he had assumed, regardless of everything 
else. His means of support were extremely scanty,? 
and his domestic life, in company with Xanthippe, 
was far from happy.* Yet neither her passionate 


of the Pythian oracle. Else (Plut. Gen. Socr. c. 20) is al- 


what should have led Chsere- 
phon to put the question, or 
the oracle to give the answer 
it did? So that if in the apo- 
logy he speaks as though the 
Delphic oracle had first aroused 
him to sift men, it must be a 
figure of speech. Without 
going so far as Colotes (in 
Piut. adv. Col. 17, 1), and 
Atheneus (v. 218) and many 
modern writers (Brucker, Hist. 
Phil. i. 534, Van Dalen and 
Hewmann), and denying the 
historical character of the 
oracle altogether—and certain- 
ly it cannot be very rigidly 
proved—we must at least at- 
tach no great importance to it. 
It may have done a similar 
service to Socrates as his doc- 
tor’s degree did to Luther, as- 
suring him of his inward call, 
but it bad just as little to do 
with making him a philosophi- 
cal reformer as the doctor’s de- 
gree had with making Luther a 
religious reformer. The story 
of the response given to his 
father when he was a boy 


together a fiction. 

1 This is proved by the part 
which Aristophanes assigns to 
Socrates in the Clouds. If at 
that time, 424 B.c., he could be 
described as the chief of the 
new learning, he must have 
worked for years according to 
a definite method, and have 
gathered about him a circle of 
friends. In the Connus of 
Ameipsias, which seems to have 
been acted at the same time as 
the Clouds, he likewise appears 
as a well-known person, and Io 
in his travelling memorials had 
previously alluded to him. See 
p. 56,1; 657, 3. 

2 See p. 54, 1. 

? The name of Xanthippe is 
not only proverbial now. Later 
writers of antiquity (Teles. in 
Stob. Flor. 5, 64; Seneca De 
Const. 18, 5, Epist. 104, 177; 
Porphyry (in Theod. Cur. Gr. 
Aff. xii. 65); Diogenes (ii. 36) ; 
Plutarch (Coh. Ira, 13, 461), 
who however tells the same of 
the wife of Pittacus, Tranq. An. 
ii. 471; lian (V. H. xi. 12); 
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character would he allow to ruffle his philosophic 


Atheneus (v. 219); Synesius, 
&e.), tell so many little stories 
and disgraceful traits of her 
that one almost feels inclined 
to take up the cudgels in her 
behalf, as Heumann has actu- 
ally done (Acta Phil. i. 103). 
What Xenophon (Mem. ii. 2; 
Sym. 2, 10) and Plato (Phzedo, 
60, A.) say of her, shows that 
she cannot have been altogether 
badly disposed. At least she 
was solicitous about her family, 
though at the same time she 
was extremely violent, over- 
bearing, and hard to deal with. 
It is remarkable that Aristo- 
phanes in the Clouds says no- 
thing of the married life of 
Socrates, which might have af- 
forded him material for many a 
joke. Probably Socrates was not 
then married. His eldest son is 
called twenty-five years later 
(Plato, Apol. 34, D.; Phaedo, 60, 
A.) peipdacov ny, and there are 
two young children. Besides 
Xanthippe, Socrates is said to 
have had another wife, Myrto, 
a daughter or grand-daughter 
of Aristides: after Xanthippe 
according to Aristotle (in Diog. 
ii. 26; conf. Stob. Floril 86, 25, 


Posidon in Ps. Plut. De Nob. ° 


18, 3; less accurate is Plutarch’s 
Aristid. 27 which Athen. xili. 
555 follows) ; before her accord- 
ing to another view (also in 
Diog.); and at the same time 
with her according to Aris- 
toxenus, Demetrius Phaler., 
Hieronymus Rhod., Satyrus, 
and Porphyry, in Cyril. c. Jul., 
vi. 186, D. ; so that he had two 
wives at once. The fallacy of 
the last view has been already 
exposed by Panztius (accord- 


\ 


ing to Plut.), and in modem 
times most thoroughly by Luzac 
(Lectiones Attice, Leyden, 
1809). Not only is such a 
thing incompatible with the 
character of Socrates, but 
amongst his cotemporaries, 
foes and friends, Xenophon, 
Plato, Aristophanes, and other 
comic poets, including Timon, 
there is no allusion to a rela- 
tion, which would most un- 
doubtedly have, had it existed, 
caused a great sensation and 
have provoked attack and de- 
fence, and derision in the high- 
est degree. The laws of Athens 
never allowed bigamy, and the 
decree purporting to be in 
favour of it, by which Hie- 
ronymus attempts to give pro- 
bability to his story (the same 
to which reference is made by 
Gell. N. A. xv. 20, 6, from the 
supposed bigamy of Euripides) 
either never was passed, or 
must bear a different meaning. 
The only question is, whether 
there can be any foundation 
for the story, and how its rise 
can be explained. Shall the 
Pseudo-Aristotle be believed, 
who says that Myrto was his 
second wife, and the two 
younger sons her children? 
But this cannot be reconciled 
with the Phzdo 60, A., let alone 
the fact that Myrto, as a 
daughter of Aristides, must have 
been older than Socrates (whose 
father in Laches, 180, D,is men- 
tioned as a school companion of 
her brother), and far too old then 
to bear children. Or shall it, on 
the contrary, be conceded (with 
Luzac) that Myrto was Socrates’ 
first wife, and that he married 
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composure,’ nor could domestic cares hinder the oc- 


Xanthippe after her death ? 
This, too, is highly improbable. 
For, in the first place, neither 
Xenophon nor Plato know any- 
thing about two wives of So- 
crates, although the Symposium 
would have invited some men- 
tion of them. In the second 
place, all the biographers (a 
few unknown ones in Diogenes 
excepted), and particularly the 
Pseudo-Aristotle, from whom 
all the rest appear to have taken 
the story, say that he married 
Myrto after Xanthippe, and 
that Sophroniscus and Menex- 
enus were her children. Thirdly, 
Socrates cannot possibly have 
married the sister or the niece 
of Lysimachus, the son of 
Aristides, before the battle of 
Delium, since at the time of 
the battle (Lach. 180, D.) he 
did not know Lysimachus per- 
sonally. Nor can his first mar- 
riage have been contracted 
after that date, since Xan- 
thippe’s eldest son was grown 
up at the time of his death. 
And lastly, in Plato’s Theetet. 
150, E., shortly before his 
death, Socrates mentions this 
Aristides, as one of those who 
had withdrawn from his inte}- 
lectual influence without detri- 
ment to his relationship as a 
kinsman. 

Thus the connection between 
Socrates and Myrto seems to 
belong altogether to the re- 
gion of fable. The most pro- 
bable account of the origin 
of the story is the following. 
We gather from the remains 
of the treatise wep) eciyevelas 
(Stob. Flor. 86, 24, 26; 88; 


13), the genuineness of which 
was doubted by Plutarch, and 
certainly cannot be allowed, 
that this dialogue was con- 
cerned with the question, 
whether nobility belonged to 
those whose parents were vir- 
tuous. Now none were more 
celebrated for their spotless 
virtue and their voluntary 
poverty than Aristides and So- 
crates. Accordingly the writer 
brought the two into connec- 
tion. Socrates was made to 
marry a daughter of Aristides, 
and since Xanthippe was 
known to be his wife, Myrto 
was made to be his second 
wife and the mother of his 
younger children. Others, 
however, remembered that 
Xanthippe survived her hus- 
band. They thought it un- 
likely that Socrates should be 
the son-in-law of a man dead 
before he was born, and they 
tried to surmount these diffi- 
culties in various ways. AS 
regards the first difficulty, 
either it was maintained that. 
Myrto was his second wife and 
that the younger children were 
hers, in which case it was 
necessary to place her side by 
side with Xanthippe, as Hier- 
onymus actually did, and in- 
vented a decree of the people 
to make it probable; or to 
avoid romance, this supposition 
was given up, and Myrto was 
made to be his first wife, who 
then can have borne him no 
children, since Lamprocles, his 
eldest son, according to Xeno- 
phon, was a child of Xanthippe. 
The second difficulty could be 
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cupation which he recognised to be the business of 
his life. His own concerns were neglected lest he 
should omit anything in the service of God.? To be 
independent, he tried, like the Gods, to rise superior 
to wants ;* and by an uncommon degree of self-denial 
and abstemiousness,* he so far succeeded that he 
could boast of living more pleasantly and more free 
from troubles than any one else.® It was thus possible 
for him to devote his whole powers to the service of 


others without asking or 


got over either by making 
Myrto a grand-daughter in- 
stead of a daughter of Aris- 
tides, the grandson of Aristi- 
des the Just. Plato, Lach. 179, 
A.; Thest., &c. The former 
was the usual way. The latter 
is the view of Athenzeus. 

1 See Xenophon |. c., not to 
mention later anecdotes re- 
specting this subject. 

2 Plato, Apol. 23, B.; 31, B. 

§ Conf. Xen. Mem. i. 6, 1-10, 


" where he argues against Anti- 


phon, that his is a thoroughly 
happy mode of life, ending 
with the celebrated words: 
Td piv pndevds SéerGas Geioy elva:, 
7d 8t ds ddaxlotay eyyurdrw Tod 
Gelov. 

4 The contentment of So- 
crates, the simplicity of his 
life, his abstinence from sen- 
sual pleasures of every kind, 
his scanty clothing, his walk- 
ing bare-foot, his endurance of 
hunger and thirst, of heat and 
cold, of deprivations and hard- 
ships, are well known. Conf. 
Xen. Mem. i. 2,1; 3, 5; Plato, 
Symp. 174, A., 219, B.; Phsed- 
rus, 229, A.; Aristoph. Clouds, 
103, 361, 409, 828, Birds 1282, 

5 Xen. Mem. i. 6, 4; iv. 8, 6. 


taking reward ;® and this 


6 Xen. Mem. i. 2,5; i. 5,6; 
i. 6,3; Plato, Apol. 19, D. 31; 
B.; 33, A.; Euthypro, 3, D.; 
Symp. 219, E. In the face of 
these distinct testimonies, the 
statement of Aristoxenus (Diag. 
ii. 20) that from time to time 
he collected money from his 
pupils, can only be regarded as 
a slander. It is possible that 
he did not always refuse the 
presents of opulent friends— 
(Diog. ii. 74,121, 34; Sen. de 
Benef. i. 8; vii. 24; Quwintil. 
Inst. xii. 7, 9). Questionable 
anecdotes (Diog. ii. 24, 31, 65; 
Stob. Flor. 3, 61; 17, 17) would 
prove nothing, to the contrary, 
but no dependence can be 
placed on these authorities. 
He is said to have refused the 
splendid offers of the Mace- 
donian Archelaus and the Thes- 
salian Scopas (Diog. ii. 25; 
Sen. Benef. v. 6; Arrian or 
Plut. in Stob. Floril. 97, 28; 
Dio Chrys. Or. xiii. 30), and 
this tale is confirmed as far as 
the first-named individual is 
concerned by Aristotle, Rhet. 
ii. 23, in a passage which Bayle, 
Dict. Archelaus Rem. D. dis- 
putes without reason. 
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occupation so confined him to his native city that he 
rarely passed its boundaries or even its gates,! 

To take part in the affairs of the state? he did 
not, however, feel a call; not only holding it to be 
impossible to act as a statesman® in the Athens of 
that day without violating his principles, and loath- 
ing submission to the demands of a pampered mob ;4 
but far more because he recognised his own peculiar 
task to lie in something very different. Any one 
sharing his conviction that care for one’s own culture 
must be preferred to all care for public affairs, and 
that a thorough knowledge of self, together with a 
deep and many-sided experience, is a necessary quali- 
fication for public life,” must regard the influencing 
of individuals as a far more important business than 
the influencing of the community, which without the 
other would be profitless ;° must consider it a better 
service to his country to educate able statesmen 
than actually to discharge a statesman’s duties,’ 
Any one so thoroughly fitted by nature, taste, tone 
of thought and character, to elevate the morality 
and develop the intellect in others by means of 
personal intercourse, could hardly feel at home in 


1 In the Crito, 52, B.; 53, A., * Plato, Apol. 33, A., or as 


he says, that except on military the Gorgias (473, E.) ironically 
duty he has only once left expresses it: because he was 
Athens, going asadeputy tothe too plain for a statesman. 
Isthmian games, From the Conf. Gorg. 521, D. 
Phedrus, 230, C., we gather 5 Plato, Apol. 36, Symp. 216, 
that he rarely went outside the A.; Xen. Mem. iv. 2, 6; iii. 6. 
gates. 6 Plato, Apol. 29, C.; 30, D.; 
2 Plato, Apol. 31, C. 33, C. Gorg. 513, E. 
* Plato, Apol. 31, D.; Rep. % Xen. Mem. i. 6, 15. 
vi. 496, C.; Gorg. 521. C. 
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any other line of life.! 


citizen. 


Accordingly, Socrates never 
attempted to move from his position as a private 
By serving in several campaigns with the 


greatest bravery and endurance,? he discharged his 
duties to his country. As a citizen he met un- 


1 Socrates asserts this in 
Plato quite explicitly. In Apol. 
31, D., he remarks that his 
Saudvioy sent him back from a 
public life, and wisely too; 
for in a career spent in oppos- 
ing the passionate impulses of 
the masses he would long since 
have been ruined. The Samdé- 
vioy which deters him is the 
sense of what is suited to his 
individuality. That this sense 
conducted him rightly, is 
proved by the consideration 
that a public career, had he 
taken to it, would not only 
have been unsuccessful in his 
case, but would also have been 
most injurious for himself; 
and Socrates usually estimates 
the moral value of conduct by 
success. If this consideration, 
as it no doubt did, confirmed 
his dislike to a public career, 
still the primary cause of this 
dislike, the source of that in- 
superable feeling, which as a 
Saudviov preceded every esti- 
mate of consequences, was with- 
out doubt something immedi- 
ate. Had a public position suit- 
ed his character as well as the 
life he chose, he would as little 
have been deterred by its dan- 
gers, as he was by the dan- 
gers of that which he adopted 
(Apol. 29, B.). He states, how- 
ever, that his occupation af- 
forded ‘him great satisfaction 
with which he could not dis- 


pense, Apol. 38, A. 8 «kal 
Tuyxdve. péyicroy &yabdby dy 
dvOpér@ rotro, éxdorns iuépas 
wept dperijs Tobs Adyous woretobar 
kal trav BArAwy, wept dv speis 
éuod dxotere Siadeyouévou xal 
duavrdy wal BAAous eCerdiovros, 5 
8e dvetéracros Blos ob Biwrds &v- 
Opbry. 

2 See the stories in Plato, 
Symp. 219, E.; Apol. 28, E. ; 
Charm. i.; Lach. 18], A. 
Of the three expeditions men- 
tioned in the Apology, that 
to Potidea, 432 B.c., that to 
Delium, 424 B.c., and that to 
Amphipolis, 422 B.c., the two 
first are fully described. At 
Potidsea Socrates rescued Alci- 
biades, but gave up in his 
favour his claim to the prize 
for valour. His fearless retreat 
from the battle of Delium is 
mentioned with praise. An- 
tisthenes (in Athen. v. 216, b) 
refers the affair of the prize to 
the time after the battle of 
Delium. Probably Plato is 
right, being generally well-in- 
formed on these matters. The 
doubts which Athenzeus raises 
respecting Plato’s account are 
trivial. Naturally, however, 
other accounts derived from 
his account cannot be quoted 
in support of it. The story 
that Socrates rescued Xeno- 
phon at Delium (Strabo, ix. 2, 
7; Diog.) seems to confound 
Xenophon with Alcibiades. 
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righteous demands alike of an infuriated populace 
and of tyrannical oligarchs, in every case of danger,! 
firmly and fearlessly; but in the conduct of affairs 
he declined to take part. 

Nor would he appear as a public teacher after 
the manner of the Sophists. He not only took no 
pay, but he gave no methodical course,? not profess- 
ing to teach, but only to learn in common with 
others; not to force his convictions upon them, but 
to examine theirs; not to pass the truth that came 
to hand like a coin fresh from the mint, but to 
awaken a taste for truth and virtue, to show the way 
thereto, to overthrow spurious, and to discover real 
knowledge.* Never weary of converse, he eagerly 
seized every opportunity of giving an instructive 
and moral turn to conversation. Day by day he was 
about in the market’ and public promenades, in 
schools and workshops, ever ready to have a word 
with friend or stranger, with citizen or foreigner, 
but always prepared to give an intellectual or moral 
turn to the conversation.*’ Whilst thus serving God 


} Xen. Mem. i. 1, 18, and 2, 
31; iv. 4, 2; Hellen. i. 7, 15; 
Plato, Apol. 32, A.; Gorg. 473, 
KE. ; epist. Plat. vii. 324, D.; see 
also Lwzac, De Socrate cive, 
92-123 ; Grote’s Hist. of Greece, 
viii. 238-285. 

3 Plato, Apol. 33, A.: éyw 5é 
Si8doxados pey obdevds meémor’ 
éyevduny: ei 5€ rls wou Aéyorros 
aol rd éuavrov xpartovros émBupet 
d&xovew . . . ovdev) wadwor’ ep6d- 
wnoa, Ibid. 19 D. Xen. Mem. 
i, 2,3 and 31. The assertion 
of the Epicurean Idomeneus, 


and of Favorinus in Diog. ii. 
20, that he gave instruction in 
rhetoric, needs no further re- 
futation. 

* Proofs in all the dialogues, 
See particularly Plato, Apol. 
21, B.; 23 B.; 29, D.; 30, E.; 
Rep. i. 336, B. The Socratic 
method will be discussed here- 
after. 

+ Xen. Mem. i. 1, 10; iii. 
10 ; Plato, Symp., Lysis., Char- 


mides, Phedrus, Apol. 23, B.; ° 


30, A. The pacrporela which 
Socrates boasts of, Xen. Symp. 
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in his higher calling, he was persuaded that he was 
also serving his country in a way that no one else 
could do.!' For deeply as he deplored the decline of 
discipline and education in his native city,? on the 
moral teachers of his time, the Sophists,? he could 
place no reliance. The attractiveness of his discourse 
won for him a circle of admirers, for the most part 
consisting of young men of family,‘ drawn to him by 
the most varied motives, standing to him in various 
relations, and coming to him, some for a longer, 
others for a shorter time.® For his part, he was 
anxious not only to educate these friends, but to 
advise them in everything pertaining to their good, 
even in worldly matters. Out of this changing, and 
in part only loosely connected society, a nulceus was 
gradually formed of. decided admirers,—a Socratic 
school, united, however, far less by a common set of 
doctrines, than by a common love for the person of 
its founder. With more intimate friends he fre- 
quently had common meals,’ which, however, can 
scarcely have been a fixed institution. Such as 
appeared to him to require other branches of in- 


3, 10; 4; 56, 8, 5, 42, is no- 
thing else, this art consisting 
in making friends lovable, by 
virtue and prudence. 

! Plato, Apol. 30, A.; Conf. 
36, C.; 39, 3; 41, D.; Gorg. 
521, D. 

2 Xen. Mem. iii. 6, 13. 

* Mem. iv. 4, 5, which is not 
at variance with Plato, Apol. 19, 
D, nor yet with the passages 
quoted p. 69, 1. 

4 Plato, Apol, 28, C., of véos 


“TOP. 


por ewaxodovOovvres ofs pdducra 
oxorAh éorw, of tév wAovewrd- 
Still we find among his 
ardent admirers, not only Antis- 
thenes, but also Apollodorus 
and Aristodemus, who appear 
according to Plato, Symp. 173, 
8, to have been equally poor. 

5 Conf. Xen. Mem. i. 2, 14; 
iv. 2, 40; Plato, Theext. 150, D. 

* Conf. examples, Mem. ii. 3, 
7, 8, 9; iii. 6, 7. 

7 Xen. Mem. iii. 14. 
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struction, or whom he believed unsuited for inter- 
course with himself, he urged to apply to other 
teachers, either in addition to or in place of himself.! 
Until his seventieth year he followed this course of 
action with his powers of mind unimpaired.? The 
blow which then put an end to his life and his 
activity will be mentioned hereafter. 


1 Plato, Thextet. 151, B.; knew him), without showing 
Xen. Mem. iii. 1; Symp. 4, any trace of weakness in his 
61. mental powers up to the last 

2 Xenophon and Plato most- moment. That it was a wrong 
ly represent Socrates as an old view is distinctly stated in 
man (such as he was when they Mem. iv. 8, 8. 
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CHAPTER IV. 


THE CHARACTER OF SOCRATES. 


ANCIENT writers speak of the character of Socrates in 
terms of the greatest respect. There are, however, 
some exceptions, quite apart from the prejudice 
occasioned by his condemnation, which no doubt 
survived some time after his death. Followers of 
Epicurus indulged their love of slander even at his 
expense,! and one voice from the Peripatetic School 
has scandalous stories to tell respecting his life: as 
a boy he was disobedient and refractory ; as a youth, 
profligate ; as a man, coarse, importunate, given to 


sudden bursts of anger, and of fiery passions.? 


1 Cicero de N. D. i. 34, says 
that his teacher, the Epicurean 
Zeno, called him an Attic buf- 
foon. Epicurus, however, ac- 
cording to Dtog. x. 8, appears 
to have spared him, although 
he depreciated every other 
philosopher. 

2 The source from which these 
unfavourable reports, collected 
by Zuzac, come is Aristoxenus, 
Lect. Att. 246 (from whom we 
have already heard similar 
things, p. 58, note; 61,3; 64, 
5). From this writer come 
the following statements; that 
mentioned in Porphyry: s 
pboe yeydvo: Tpaxis eis dpyhy, 


Ey. 


But 


xa dadre xparnOeln TH wdder did 
ndons doxnootyns eBddiCer— 
Synesius (Enc. Galv. 81) will 
have this limited to his younger 
years ; that of Cyril. c. Jul. vi. 
185, C.; ZYheod. Cur. Gr. Aff. 
xii., 63, p. 174: Bre 38 pr|xGely 
iwd rod xwd0ous tobTov Serhv 
elva: thy d&oxnnocbyny ovbderds 
yap otre dvduaros dworxéoOas 
obre xpdyyaros ; and another of 
Cyril. 186, C. Theod. 1. c.) that 
Socrates was in other ways 
temperate, mpbs 8¢ thy toy 
adpodiolwy xpiaw cpodpdrepor 
pev elvat, dduclay 5 wh xpoceivat, 
R yap rais yauerais ) Tals Kxowais 
xpicéa: pdvas, and then after 
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the stories we have of this kind are so improbable, 
and the chief relater is so untrustworthy,' that we 
cannot even with certainty? infer that Socrates only 
became what he was after a severe struggle® with his 


the history of his bigamy he 
concludes: ¢elva: 5€ now abrdy 
éy rais dpirlas aivas re gid- 
arexOhuova a) AolSopoy nal 5Bpic- 
rudy. From the same source, 
as may be gathered from Plut. 
Mal. Her. c. 9, p. 856, comes 
the charge which Theod. 1. c. 
I. 29, p. 8 quotes from Porphyry, 
without naming Aristoxenus, 
elvas 5t abroy wpbs obdty pty 
aguij, awalSevroy bt wep) wdyTa, 
so that he was hardly able to 
read, besides what follows 
(Tbid. xii. 66, p. 174 ; conf. iv. 
2, p. 56): éArey:ro St wep) abrov 
&s pa mais dv obk eb Bidceser ode 
ebrdxrws’ xp@rov pty ydp pac 
abroy rq warpl diareAdoa, aret- 
Ootvra xa) éwére KeAcdoeer abroy 
AaBévra ra Bpyava ra wepl Thy 
Téxvny dwayrav éxovdhrore 6A1- 
yephoayvra Tod mpootdyparos 
wepirpéxe abroy drovdhxore 
ddtccey .... Hv 8 Kal ray 
exitiswpévoy nal rade Swxpdre 

seis tovs 3xAous eiow0eiro Kat 
ras SiarpiPas eroutro xpbs rais 


Tpaxé(ass wal mpbs Tais ‘Eppais.. 


Herewith is connected the 
story of the physiognomist 
Zopyrus. (Cie. Tuse. vi. 37, 
83; De Fat. iv. 10; Alex. Aph. 
De Fato, vi., Pers. Sat. IV. 24 
Conf.; Max. Tyr. xxxi. 3), who 
declared Socrates to be stupid 
and profligate, and received 
from him the answer, that by 
nature he had been so, but had 
been changed by reason. This 
account can hardly be true. It 
looks as if it had been devised 


to illustrate the power of rea- 
son over a defective natural 
disposition, as illustrated in 
Plato, Symp. 215, 221, B. If 
the story was current in the 
time of Aristoxenus, he may 
have used it for his picture; 
but it is also possible that his 
description produced the story, 
which in this case would have 
an apologetic meaning. The 
name of Zopyrus would lead us 
to think of the Syrian magi- 
cian, who, according to Aris- 
totle in Diog. ii. 45, had 
foretold the violent death of 
Socrates. 

1 As may be already seen 
from the stories respecting the 
bigamy, the gross ignorance, 
the violent temper, and the 
sensual indulgences of So- 
crates. 

2 As Hermann does, De Socr. 
Mag. 30. 

3 Though this is in itself 
possible, we have no certain 
authority for such an assertion. 
The anecdote of Zopyrus is, 
as already remarked, very un- 
certain, and where is the war- 
rant that Aristoxenus followed 
a really credible tradition? 
He refers, it is true, to his 
father Spintharus, an actual 
acquaintance of Socrates. But 
the question arises whether 
this statement is more trust- 
worthy than the rest. The 
chronology is against it, and 
still more so is the sub- 
stance of what Spintharus 
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natura! disposition. Our best authorities only know 
him as the perfect man, to whom they look up with 
respect, and whom they regard as the exemplar of 
humanity and morality. ‘No one,’ says Xenophon, 
‘ever heard or saw anything wicked in Socrates ; .so 
pious was he that he never did anything without first 
consulting the Gods; so just that he never injured 
any one in the least; so master of himself that he 
never preferred pleasure to goodness; so sensible that 
he never erred in his choice between what was better 


and what was worse. 
best and happiest.’ ! 


In a word, he was of men the 


He further represents Socrates as a pattern of 
hardiness, of self-denial, of self-mastery; as a man 


says. It may also be asked 
whether Spintharus spoke the 
truth, when he professed to 
have witnessed outbursts of 
anger in Socrates, who must 
then have been in the last 
years of his life. Certainly 
we have no more reason to 
believe him than his son. 
Lastly, Aristoxenus does not 
confine his remarks to the 
youth of Socrates, but they 
are of a most general character, 
or refer distinctly to his later 
years. Lwuzac, |. c. 261, would 
appear to have hit the truth 
when he makes Aristoxenus 
responsible for all these state- 
ments. For Aristoxenus ap- 
pears not only to have carried 
his warfare with the Socratic 
Schools against the person of 
Socrates, but also to have in- 
dulged in the most capricious 
and unfounded misapprehen- 


sions and inferences. His 
overdrawn imagination makes 
Socrates as a boy dissatisfied 
with his father’s business, and 
as a man pass his life in the 
streets. In the same way he 
finds that Socrates must have 
been a man without culture, 
because of expressions such as 
that in the Apology, 17, B., or 
that in the Symp. 221, EB. ; 199, 
A.; violent in temper, in sup- 
port of which ke refers to 
Symp. 214, D. ; and dissolute 
because of his supposed bigamy, 
and the words in Xen. Mem. i. 
3, 14; ii. 2, 4, and p. 51, 2. 

l Mem. i, 1, 11; ‘iv. 8, 11. 
R. Lange’s objections to the 
genuineness of the concluding 
chapters of the Memorabilia 
(iv. 8) (De Kenoph. Apol. Berl. 
1873) do not appear sufficiently 
strong to preclude their being 
cited as an authority. 
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of piety and love for his country, of unbending 
fidelity to his convictions, as a sensible and trust- 
worthy adviser both for the bodies and souls of his 
friends; as an agreeable and affable companion, 
with a happy combination of cheerfulness and 
seriousness ; above all, as an untiring educator of 
character, embracing every opportunity of bringing 
all with whom he came into contact to self-knowledgé 
and virtue, and especially opposing the conceit and 
thoughtlessness ‘of youth. 

Plato says the same of him. He too calls his 
teacher the best, the most sensible, and the most 
just man of his age,' and never tires of praising his 
simplicity, his moderation, his control over the wants 
and desires of the senses; imbued with the deepest 
religious feeling in all his doings, devoting his whole 
life to the service of the Gods, and dying a martyr’s 
death because of his obedience to the divine voice ; 
and like Xenophon, he describes this service as the 
exercise of a universal moral influence on others, and 
particularly on youth. In his picture,.too, the more 
serious side in the character of Socrates is relieved 
by a real kindness, an Athenian polish, a sparkling 
cheerfulness and a pleasing humour. Of his social 
virtues and his political courage Plato speaks in the 
same terms as Xenophon, and adds thereto an ad- 
mirable description of Socrates on military service.? 
Every trait which he mentions adds to the clearness 
of that picture of moral greatness, so wonderful for 


— 
1 See the end of the Phzedo. 2 See page 66, note 2. 
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its very originality, for the absence of all that is 


_. studied and artificial about it, for its exclusion of 


self-glorification and affectation.’ 

Owing to its being a native growth, the Socratic 
type of virtue bears, throughout, the peculiar impress 
of the Greek mind. Socrates is not the insipid ideal 
of virtue, which a superficial rationalism would make 
of him, but he is a thorough Greek and Athenian, 
taken, as it were, from the very marrow of his nation, 
possessed of flesh and blood, and not merely the uni- 
versal moral standard for all time. His much-lauded 
moderation is free from the ascetic element, which it 
seems always to suggest in modern times. Socrates 
enjoys good company, although he avoids noisy 
carousals;? and if he does not make the pleasures of 
the senses an object in life, no more does he avoid 
them, when they are offered to him, nay, not even 
when in excess. Thus the call for small cups in 
Xenophon’s banquet is not made for fear of indulging 


1 Most of the traits and Adulat. 32, p. 70; Coh. Ira, 4, 


anecdotes recorded by later 
writers are in harmony with 
this view of Socrates. Some 
of them are certainly fictions. 
Others may be taken from wri- 
tings of pupils of Socrates, 
which have been since lost, or 
from other trustworthy sources. 
They may be found in the fol- 
lowing places. Cic. Tusc. iii. 
15, 31; Off. i. 26 and 90; 
Seneca, De Const. 18, 5; De 
Tra, i. 15, 3; iii. 11, 2; ii. 7, 1; 
Tranqu. An. 5, 2; 17, 4; Epist. 
104, 27; Plin. H. Nat. vii. 18; 
Plut. Educ. Pu. 14, p..10; De 


p. 455 ; Tranqu. An. 10, p. 471; 
Garrulit. 20; Diog. ii. 21, 24, 
27, 30; vi. 8; Gell. N. A. ii. 1; 
xix. 9, 9; Val. Maz. viii. 8; 
Ailian, V. H. i. 16; ii. 11, 13, 
36; iii. 28; ix. 7, 29; xii. 15; 
Xill. 27, 32; Athen. iv. 157 c.; 
Stob. Flor. 17, 17 and 22. 
Basil. De leg. Gree. libr. Op. 
II. 179, a. Themist. Orat. vii. 
95, a. Simpl. in Epict.. Enchir. 
c., 20, p. 218. A few others 
have been or will be referred 
to. 

2 Plato, Symp. 220, A.; conf. 
174, A. 
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too largely, but that exhilaration may not be too 
rapid.’ Plato describes him as boasting that he can 
equally well take much or little, that he can surpass 
all in drinking, without ever being intoxicated him- 
self,? and represents him at the close of the banquet 
as leaving all his companions under the table, and 
pursuing his daily work, after a night spent over the 
bowl, as if nothing had happened. Moderation here 
appears with him not to consist in total abstinence 
from pleasure, but in perfect mental freedom, neither 
requiring pleasure, nor being ever overtaken by its 
seductive influence. His abstemiousness in other 
points is also recorded with admiration.? Numerous 
passages, however, in Xenophon’s ‘ Memorabilia ’* 
prove that his morality was far below our strict 
standard of principles. The Grecian peculiarity of 
affection for boys, marksy indeed, his relations to 
youth, but his character is above all suspicion of 
actual vice,® and he treats with irony a supposed 


1 Xen. Mem. 2, 26: 4» 3é affection. Not only is there 


hyiy of watdes puxpais KbAE: wuK- 
va erupecd(wow, oftws ob Bia- 
(duevo: ted Tov olvov pebte, 
GAA’ dvaweOduevo: mpds Td waLyyi- 
wdésrepoy aditdueda. 

2 Symp. 176, C.; 220, A.; 
213, E. 

3 Xen. Mem. i. 2, 1; 3, 14. 
We have already seen that 
Aristoxenus and his followers 
cannot prove the contrary. 

44.3,14;3 ii. 1, 5; 2,4; iii 
11; iv. 5, 9. Conf. Conv. iv. 
38. 

* The cotemporaries of So- 
erates seem to have found no- 
thing to object to in Socratic 


no allusion to it inthe judicial 
charge, but not-even in Aris- 
tophanes, who would undoubt- 
edly have magnified the smal- 
lest suspicion into the gravest 
charge. The other comic poets, 
according to Athen, v. 219, 
knew nothing of it. Nor does 
Xenophon deem it necessary 
to refute this calumny, and 
therefore the well-known story 
of Plato’s banquet has for its 
object far more the glorifica- 
tion than the justification of 
his teacher. On the other 
hand, the relations of Socrates 
to Alcibiades, in the verses 
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love-affair of his own.' At the same time, what 
Greek in the presence of youthful beauty was proof 
against a certain element of esthetic pleasure, which 
at least was the ground and origin, even though (as in 
his case) an innocent one, of deeper affection?? The 
odious excrescences of Greek morality called forth 
his severest censure; yet at the same time, accord- 
ing to Xenophon,* and Aschines,‘ and Plato,’ So- 
crates described his own relations to his younger 
friends by the name of Eros, or a passionate attach- 
ment grounded on esthetic attractions. Not other- 
wise may Grecian peculiarities be noticed in his 
ethical or political views, nor is his theology free 
from the trammels of the popular belief. How deeply 
these lines had influenced his character may be seen 
not only in his simple obedience® to the laws of his 
country throughout life, and bis genuine respect for 
the state religion,’ but far more also in the trials of 


purporting to be written by 
Aspasia, which Atheneus com- 
muniecates on che authority of 
Herodicus, lave a very sus- 
picious look, and Tertullian 
Apol.c. 46 mistakenly applies 
the words 8:apGelpery rots véous 
to paederastia. In Jwenal 
(Sat. ii. 10) Socratict cinedi 
refer to the manners of his 
own time. 

1 Xen. Mem. iv. 1, 2; Symp. 
4, 27; Plato, Symp. 213, C.; 
216, D.; 222, B.; Charm. 155, 
D 


2 Xen. Mem. i. 2, 29; 3, 8; 
Sym. 8, 19, 32, with which 
Plato agrees. 

$ Symp. 8, 2 and 24; Mem. 
iv. 1, 2. 


‘ In his Alcibiades he speaks 
of the love of Socrates for 
Alcibiades. See <Avsistid. Or. 
Xlv. wep) pnropixiis, p. 30, 34. 

* Prot. beginning; Symp. 
177, D.; 218, B.; 222, A.; not 
to mention other expressions 
for which Plato is answerable. 

6 Plato, Apol. 28, E. 

o—~’ Xenophon, Mem. i. 1, 2, as- 
sures us not only that Socrates 
took part in the public sacri- 
fices, but that he was frequently 
in the habit of sacrificing at 
home. In Plato he invokes 
Helios, Symp. 220, D.; and his 
last words, according to the 
Phzedo, 118, A., were an earnest 
commission to Crito to offer a 
cock to Asculapius. Often is 
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his last days, when for fear of violating the laws, 
he scorned the ordinary practices of defence, and 
after his condemnation refused to escape from 
prison.! The epitaph which Simonides inscribed on 
the tomb of Leonidas might very well be inscribed 
on that of Socrates: He died to obey the state.? 
Deeply as Socrates is rooted in the national 
character of Greece, there is about him a some- 
thing decidedly unlike a Greek, presenting a foreign 
and even almost modern appearance. This it was 
which made him appear to his cotemporaries a 
thoroughly eccentric and singular person. This, 
for a Greek so unintelligible, something, which 
he described by one word as his singularity? con- 
sisted, according to Plato’s account,‘ in a want of 
agreement between his outward appearance and his 


belief in oracles mentioned, good to himself, and much 
which he always conscien- harm to his friends and de- 
tiously obeyed (Mem. i. 3,4; pendants. The Apology speaks 
Plato, Apol. 21, B.) and ‘the as if entreating the judges 
use of which he recommended were unworthy of the speaker 


to his friends (Xen. Mem. ii. 
6, 8; iv. 7,10; Anabas. iii. 1, 
B). He was himself fully per- 
suaded that he possessed an 
oracle in the truest sense, in 
the inward voice of his Saud 
yvov, and he also believed in 
dreams and similar prognosti-" 
cations. (Plato, Crito, 44, A.; 

Phzedo, 60, D.; Apol. 33, C.) 

1 This motive is represented 
by Xenophon (Mem. iv. 4, 4) 
and Plato (Apol. 34, D. : Pheedo, 
98, C.) as the decisive one, 
although the Crito makes it 
appear that a flight from 
Athens would have done no 


and his country. 

2 Xen. says: wpoelAero paardAoy 
Tots vduots eupévoy arobavety 4 
mwapavonay Civ. 

3 Plato, Symp. 221, C.: Moa- 
Ad pey oby &y ris Kad ‘hada Fxor 
_ Zwxpdrn exavéra Kal Gavudora 

. Td Be pndert avOparey 
Suoioy elvat, pnre ray wadaioy 
phre tay viv dvtwv, TovTo bgov 
maytos Oatpwros... . olos 3 
obroo) yé-yove Thy dromlay tvOpw- 
mos kal ards of Adyos abrod odd’ 
eyyis av eipo ris (yray, ofre TAY 
viv obre Tay madatwy, 


+ Symp. 215, A.; 221, E. 
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inward and real nature. In this respect he contrasts 


_ Inost strikingly with the mutual interpenetration of 


both, which constitutes the usual classic ideal. On 
the one hand we behold in Socrates indifference to 
the outer world, originally foreign to the habits of 
his countrymen; on the other hand, a meditative- 
ness unknown before. Owing to the former feature 


there is about him a something prosy and dry, and, . 


if the expression may be allowed, philistine-like, 
sharply contrasting with the contained beauty and 
the artistic grace of life in Greece. Owing to the 
latter there is about him something akin to the 
revelation of a higher life, having its seat within, 
in the recesses of the soul, and not fully explained in 
its manifestations, and which even Socrates him- 
self regarded as superhuman. In their account of 
these two peculiarities both Plato and Xenophon 
are agreed. Even from an outward point of view, 
the Silenus-like appearance of Socrates, which Plato’s 
Alcibiades,! and Xenophon’s Socrates himself? de- 
scribe with so much humour, must rather have con- 
cealed than exposed the presence of genius to the 
eye of a Greek. But more than this, a certain 
amount of intellectual stiffness, and an indifference 
to what is sensibly beautiful, is unmistakeable in his 
speech and behaviour. Take for instance the process 
of catechising given in the ‘ Memorabilia,’ * by which 
a general of cavalry is brought to a knowledge of his 


1 Symp. 215; conf. Theet. crates a pleasing appearance, 
14, 3, E. but this is of course quite unte- 
2 Symp. 4, 19; 2,.19; Hpicte- nable. 
tus (Diss. iv. 11, 19) gives So- ® iii. 3. 


. 
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duties, or the formality with which things,’ long 
familiar to his hearers, are proved, or the way in 
which the idea of the beautiful is resolved into that 
of the useful? Or hear him, on grounds of expedi- 
ency, advising conduct, which to us seems simply 
abominable,’ or in the Phzdrus‘ refusing to walk 
out because he can learn nothing from trees and the 
country, and taking exception in the Apology‘ to the 
works of poets and artists, because they are the re- 
sults of natural genius and inspiration, and not of 
reflection.6 Or see him in Xenophon’s Symposium,’ 
despite the universal custom of the ancients,® dancing 
alone at home, in order to gain healthful exercise, 
and justifying his conduct by the strangest of reflec- 
tions ; unable even at table ® to forget considerations 
of utility. Taking these and similar traits into 
account, there appears in him a certain want of 
imagination, a one-sided prominence of the criti- 
cal and intellectual faculties, in short a prosiness 
which clashes with the poetry of Grecian life, and the 


1 Symp. iii. 10, 9; iii. 11. 

2 iii. 8, 4. 

* i. 3, 14. 

4 230, D. 

’ This point will be subse- 
quently discussed. 

® 22, C. 

ee ae Wy 6 

8 Compare Menexenus, 236, 
C.: &AAd pévros aol ye Set xapl- 
(ecba, Sore nhy oAlyou ef pe 
werevois Gwodtvra dpxhcacba, 
xapioaluny &y; and Cicero pro 
Mur. 6: Nemo fere saltat so- 
brius, nisi forte insanit; De 
Offic. iii. 19: Dares hanc vim 


M. Crasso, in foro, mihi crede, 
saltaret; Plut. De vit. jud. 16, 
533, also the expressions in 
Xenophon: 'Opxhoopa vh Ala. 
"Evrav0a 5h éyéAacay &xayrtes. 


And when Charmides found. 


Socrates dancing: rd péy ye 
mpwrov éexddynv Kai Gea, wh 
palyowo, x. Tr. A. Of the same 
character was his instruction 
in music under Connus, if the 
story were only true of his 
having received lessons with 
the schoolboys. Plato, Eu- 
thyd. 272, C. 
* Xen. Symp. 3, 2. 
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refined taste of an Athenian. Even Plato’s Alcibiades? 
allows, that at first sight the discourses of Socrates 
appear ridiculous and rude, dealing as they invari- 
ably do with beasts of burden, smiths, tailors, and 
tanners, and apparently saying the same thing in the 
same words. Was not this the very objection raised 
by Xenophon?? How strange that plain unadorned 
common sense must have appeared to his cotem- 
poraries carefully avoiding all choice figures, and 
using the simplest and most common expressions. 

_ This peculiarity was not, however, the result of 
any lack of taste, but of the profound originality of 
his ideas, for which customary figures were insuffi- 
cient. Yet again, sometimes the soul of the philo- 
sopher, diving into its own recesses, so far lost 
itself in this labour as to be insensible to external 
impressions, and at other times gave utterance to 
enigmatical sayings, which appeared strange to it in 
a wakeful state. Serious and fond of meditation * 
as was Socrates, it not unfrequently happened that 


1 Symp. 221, E. Conf. Kal- 
licles in Gorgias 490, C.: wept 
oirla A€yeis kal word Kal iarpods 
Kal gdavapias ... . drexvas ye 
del oxuréas Te kal yvapéas Kal pa- 
yelpous Adywr Kal iarpobs obdev 
waver, &s mepi ToUTwy Hpiy byTa 
Tov Adyov. 

2 Mem. i. 2, 37 : ‘O 3¢ Kpirlas: 
GAAa tev 5é rol ce dwéxerOat, 
&pn, Sehoe, & Xonpares, tay 
oxuréwy Kal trav rextdvov Kal 
tov xarKéwy, wal yap olua ad- 
rovs %3n KatarerpipPa: diaOpv- 
Aoupévous bed gov. Again in iv. 
4,6: wal d pev ‘Iwwlas: ert yap 


ob, tpn, & Sdnpares, exetwa re 
abra Aéyess & Cyd wddra: wor€ 
gov %xovoa. The like complaint 
and the like answer is met 
with in Plato's Gorgias, 490, 
E. Conf. 497, C.; opixpda xat 
oreva epwrhpara. 

* Accordingly in the Aristo- 
telian problems, xxx. 1, 953, a, 
26, he is reckoned amongst the 
melancholy, which is not at 
variance with the gentle firm- 
ness (7b ordoimoy) which Aris- 
totle (Rhet. ii. 16) assigns. to 
him, 


HIS CHARACTER. 


rd 


deep in thought he remained, for a longer or shorter 
time, indifferent to the outer world,! and stood there 
as one absent in mind. According to Plato, he once 
remained in this state, standing on the same spot, 
from one day to the next.?_ So energetically did he 
struggle with himself to attain an insight into his 
every motive. In doing this, he discovered a resi- 
duum of feelings and impulses, which he watched 
with conscientious attention without being able to 


explain them from what he knew of his own inner. 


life. Hence arose his belief in those divine revela- 
tions, which he thought to enjoy. And not only 
was he generally convinced that he stood and acted 
in the service of God, but he also held that super- 
natural suggestions were communicated to him, not 
only through the medium of public oracles,’ but also 
in dreams,‘ and more particularly by a peculiar kind 
of higher inspiration, which goes by the name of the 
Socratic Saspoveov.® 


1 Plato, Symp. 174, D. Vol- 
quardsen, D. Demon. d. Socr. 
26, 63 and Alberti, Socr. 148 
have entirely mistaken the 
meaning of the text in suppo- 
sing that it attributes to So- 
crates any ecstatic states. 

2 Symp. 220, C. The circum- 
stances may indeed be regarded 
as a fact ; still we do not know 
from what source Plato derived 
his knowledge of it, nor whether 
the authority which he follow- 
ed had not exaggerated the 
time during which Socrates 
stood there. Favorinus in 
Gell. N. A. ii. 1, makes the one 
occasion into many, and says 


stare solitus, etc. Philop. De 
an. R. 12, places the occa- 
sion during the battle of 
Delium. 

* Conf. p. 76, 7, and 89. 

* Conf. p. 60, 2. In the 
passage here quoted Socrates 
refers to dreams in which the 
deity had commanded him to 
devote himself to his philoso- 
phical activity. In the Crito 
44, A., a dream tells him that 
his death will follow on the 
third day. 

§ Volquardsen, Das Dzeemo- 
nium d. Socr. und seine Inter- 
preten. Kiel, 1862. Ribding, 
Ueber Socrates’ Daimonion 
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Even among the ancients many regarded these 
suggestions as derived from intercourse with a special 
and personally-existing genius,’ of which Socrates 
boasted ; in modern times this view was for a long 


time the dominant one.? 


(Socratische Studien II., Up- 
sala Universitets A°rskrift, 
1870. 

1 The bill of accusation 
against Socrates seems to have 
understood the da:udyioy in this 
sense, since it charges him 
with introducing érepa awe 
Sauda in the place of the 
Gods of the state; nor does 
Ribbing’s (Socrat. Stud. I. 1) 
remark make against this, that. 
Meletus (in Plato Apol. 26, B.) 
thus explained his language ; So- 
crates not only denies the Gods 
of Athens but all and every 
God; the heavenly beings, 
whose introduction he attri- 
butes to him not being regarded 
as Gods, just as at a later time 
Christians were called &@eo: 
though worshipping God and 
Christ. Afterwards this view 
appears to have been dropped, 
thanks to the descriptions of 
Xenophon and Plato, and does 
not recur for some time, even 
in spurious works attributed to 
these writers. Even Cicero, 
Divin. i. 54, 122, does not 
translate S3amémoy by genius, 
but by ‘divinum quoddam,’ 
and doubtless Antipater, whose 
work he was quoting, took it 
in the same sense. But in 
Christian times the belief in a 
genius became universal, be- 
cause it fell in with the current 
belief in dsemons. For in- 
stance, Plat. De Genio So- 


It was no doubt somewhat 


cratis, c. 20; Maz. Tyr. xiv. 3; 
Apuleius, De Deo Socratis, the 
Neoplatonists, and the Fathers, 
who, however, are not agreed 
whether his genius was a good 
one or a bad one. Plutarch, 
and after him Apuleius, men- 
tion the view that by the da- 
pévioy must be understood a 
power of vague apprehension, 
by means of which he could 
guess the future from prognos- 
tications or natural signs, 

2 Compare Jiedemann, Geist 
der spekulat. Philosophie, ii. 
16; Meiners, Ueber den Genius 
des Sokr. (Verm. Schriften, 
iii. 1); Gesch. d. Wissensch. 
II. - 399, 538, Buhle, Gesch. d. 
Phil. 371, 388 ; Krug, Gesch. d. 
alten Phil. p. 158, Zasaulz, too 
(Socrates, Leben, 1858, p. 20) 
in his uncritical and unsatis- 
factory treatise respecting the 
Saindviov, believes it to be a real 
revelation of the deity, or even 
a@ real genius, and even Vol- 
quardsen gathers as the con- 
clusion of his careful, and in 
many respects meritorious, dis- 
quisition, that a real divine 
voice warned Socrates. The 
older literature in Olearius, 148, 
185, Brucker, I. 543, which in- 
cludes many supporters of the 
opinion that the genius of 
Socrates was only his own rea- 
son. Further particulars in 
Krug,1.c.and Lélut, Démon de 
Socrates, 163. 
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humiliating in the eyes of rationalising admirers, 
that a man otherwise so sensible as Socrates should 
have allowed himselfto be ensnared by such a super- 
stitious delusion. Hence attempts were not wanting 
to excuse him, either on the ground of the universal 
superstition of his age and nation, or else of his 
having a physical tendency to fanaticism.!' Some 
even went so far as to assert that the so-called 
supernatural revelations were a shrewd invention,? 


or a result of his celebrated irony.® 


1 The first-named excuse is 
universal. Marsilius Ficinus 
(Theol. Platon. xiii. 2, p. 287) 
had assumed in Socrates, as 
well as in other philosophers, a 
peculiar bodily disposition for 
ecstasy, referring their suscep- 
tibility for supernatural reve- 
lations to their melancholy 
temperament. The personality 
of the demon is not however 
called in question by him or by 
his supporters (Olearius, 147). 
Modern writers took refuge in 
the same hypothesis in order 
to explain in Socrates the pos- 
’ sibility of a superstitious belief 
in a S8ayudvoy. For instance, 
Tiedemann, ‘The degree of ex- 
ertion, which the analysis of ab- 
stract conception requires, has, 
in some bodies, the effect of 
mechanically predisposing to 
ecstasy and enthusiasm.’ ‘So- 
crates was so cultivated that 
deep thought produced in him 
a dulness of sense, and came 
near to the sweet dreams of 
the éxorarixoi.’ ‘Those inclined 
to ecstasy mistake suddenly 
rising thoughts for inspira- 
tions.’ ‘The extraordinary 


Such a view, 


condition of the brain during 
rapture affects the nerves of 
the abdomen and _ irritates 
them. To exercise the intellect 
immediately after a meal or to 
indulge in deep thought pro- 
duces peculiar sensations in 
the hypochondriacal.’ In the 
same strain is Méiners, Verm. 
Schr. iii. 48, Gesch. d. Wis- 
sensch. ii. 538. Conf. Schwarze, 
Historische Untersuchung : war 
Socrates ein Hypochondrist ? 
quoted by Avug, Gesch. d. alten 
Phil. 2 A. p. 163. 

2 Plessing, Osiris and So- 
crates, 185, who supposes that 
Socrates had bribed the Del- 
phic oracle in order to produce 
a political revolution, and 
vaunted his intercourse with a 
higher spirit. Chauvin in 
Olearius. 

* Fraguier, Sur Vironie de 
Socrate in the Mémoires de 
)’Académie des Inscriptions, iv. 
368, expresses the view that So- 
crates understood by the 8a:s- 
pévoy his own natural intelli- 
gence and power of combi- 
nation, which rendered it pos- 
sible for him to make right 
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however, is hard to reconcile with the tone in which, 
on the testimony of both Plato and Xenophon, So- 
erates speaks of the suggestions of the Sarpdmor, 
or with the value which he attaches to these sugges- 
tions on the most important occasions.! To explain 
the phenomenon by the irritability of.a sickly body 
falls not far short of deriving it from the fancy of a 
monomaniac, and reduces the great reformer of 
philosophy to the level of a madman.? All these 
explanations, however, can now be dispensed with, 
Schleiermacher having shown,* with the general ap- 
probation of the most competent judges,‘ that by 


guesses respecting the future ; 
somewhat ironically he had 
represented this as a matter 
of pure instinct, of Oetoy or 
Ocla potpa, and employed for 
this purpose voy and simi- 
lar expressions. He remarks, 
however, that Socrates had no 
thought of a genius famili- 
aris, Saydésov here being used 
as an adjective and not as a 
substantive. Similarly Rollin 
in his Histoire ancienne, ix. 4, 
2; and Barthélemy, Voyage du 
jeune Anacharsis, treats the 
expressions used respecting the 
Saizdyiow in Plato’s Apology as 
plaisanterie, and considers it 
an open question whether So- 
crates really believed in his 
genius. On others sharing the 
view, see Léhdt. 1. c. p. 163. 

1 Xen. Mem. iv. 8,4. Plato, 
Apol. 31, C.; 40, A.; 41, D. 

* Many have spoken of the 
superstition and fanaticism of 
Socrates in a more modest way, 
but comparatively recently 
Lélut (Du Démon de Socrate, 


1836) has boldly asserted, ‘que 
Socrate était un fou ’"—a cate- 


gory, in which he /places 
amongst others not gfly Car- 
dan and Swedenvorg, but 
Luther, Pascal, Rousseau and 
others. His chief argument is 
that Socrates not only be- 
lieved in a real and personal 
genius, but in his hallucina- 
tions believed that he audi- 
bly heard its voice. Those 
who rightly understand Plato, 
and can distinguish what is 
genuine from what is false, 
will not need a refutation of 
these untruths. 

8 Platon’s Werke, i. 2, 432. 

4 Brandis, Gesch. d. Gri. 
Rom. Phil. ii. a. 60. Ritter, 
Gesch. d. Phil. ii. 40. Her- 
mann, Gesch. u. Syst. d. Plato 
i, 236. Sooker, Uber Platon’s 
Schriften p.99. Cousin in the 
notes to his translation of 
Plato’s Apology p. 335. Krische, 
Forschungen, 227. Ribbing, 
16. Conf. Hegel, Gesch. @& 
Phil. ii. 77. Ast too (Platon’s 
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the darpovoy in the sense of Socrates, no genius, no 
separate and distinct person, can be understood, but 
only indefinitely some heavenly voice or divine 
revelation. No passage in Plato or Xenophon speaks 
of Socrates holding intercourse with a genius.! We 
only hear of a divine or heavenly sign,’ of a voice 
heard by Socrates,’ of some supernatural guidance 
by which many warnings were vouchsafed to him.‘ 
All that these expressions imply is, that Socrates was 
conscious within of divine revelations, but how 
produced and whence coming they say absolutely 
nothing, nay their very indefiniteness proves clearly 
enough, that neither Socrates nor his pupils had any 


Leben and Schriften, p. 482), 
who takes Saiyémoy for a sub- 
stantive meaning the deity, 
does not see therein a genius 
but only a Oetoy. 

1 The passage Mem. i, 4. 14; 
Sray of Geol réunwow, Gowep col 
gis wéuxey abrovs cupBovdrous, 
proves nothing, as oupBovAous 
is used as a metonym for oup- 
Bovads. 

2 Plato, Phedr. 242, B.: rd 
Saipdviov- re kal Td elwOds onueidy 
por yilyvecOa: eyévero, kal riwa 
pov» Bota abride &xovoa. Rep. 
iv. 496, C.: 7d Saiudviuy onpetor. 
Euthy. 272, E.: éyévero 1d elw- 
ds onuetov, 7d Saiudvioy,  Apol. 
50; 1d Tov Beod onpetoy — Td 
eiuOds onueiov. Ibid. 41, D. c. 
rd onpmetoyv. 

* Plato, Apol. 31, D.: éuod 8 
ror’ édotly éx xadds dptduevor, 
-puvh tis yryvouévn. Xen. Apol. 
12: cod dwrh. 

* Plato, \.¢.: ri por Oetdy vt 
wal Baiudviov yiyveru, Also 40, 
A.: 7) eleoOuid pot hayriuch n TOV 


Thest. 151, A.: rd 
yryvépevéy pot Saindviov.—Eu- 
thyphro 3, B.: dre 3h ob 1d 8a:- 
pévioy dys oauTg éxdorote yly- 
verOa:.— Xen. Mem. i. 1, 4: rd 
Saiudviov Epn onpaivery, iv. 8, 5.: 
jvavrTiG0n 7d Baiudviov. Symp. 
8,5. Even the spurious writ- 
ings, Xenophon’s Apology and 
Plato’s Alcibiades do not go 
further; and the Theages. 
128, D., with all its romance 
respecting the prophecies of 
the Sa:mudvoy, expresses itself 
throughout indefinitely, nor 
need the gavh rot daipovlov p. 
128, E. be taken for a person. 
The spuriousness of the Theages. 
notwithstanding Socher’s de- 
fence needs no further proof, 
especially after being exhaus- 
tively shown by Hermann, p. 
427. 

5 Doubtless Socrates regarded 
God or the deity us its ultimate 
source. But he expresses nc 
Opinion as to whether it came 
herefrom. 


Satpovtov. 
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very clear notion on the subject.! 


These revelations, 


moreover, always refer to particular actions,’ and 


' It is much the same thing 
whether 7d Saudyoy be taken 
for a substantive or an adjec- 
tive. The probable rights of 
the case are, as Krische, Forsch. 
229 remarks, that Xenophon 
uses it as a substantive = rd 
Getoy or 5 Beds, whereas Plato 
uses it as an adjective, ex- 
plaining it as daluoroy onpeioy, 
and says Saudéydy mo ylyvera. 
The grammar will admit of 
either. Conf. Avist. Rhet. ii. 23, 
1398 a, 15. When, therefore, 
Ast cites Xenophon against 
Plato’s explanation of dapéna 
as Sa:pdvia xpdypara, he probably 
commits a perdBacis eis BAA 
yévos. The very difference be- 
tween Xenophon and Plato 
proves how loosely Socrates 
spoke of the 8audvioy, 

2 This applies to all the in- 
stances of its intervention 
mentioned by Plato and Xeno- 
phon. They are the following : 
(1) Xen. Mem. iv. 8, 5, where 
Socrates, when urged to pre- 
pare a defence, replies: &AAd 
vh Tov Ala, %3n pou emtyetpodyros, 
ppovriaa: rijs xpbs rovs duacras 
&wrodoylas hvayridOn 7d Saiudror. 
(2) Plato Apol. 31, D.: Why 
did not Socrates busy himself 
with political matters? The 
Saindvioy was the reason: ovr’ 
Eorw 8 por evavrioira: Td woA- 
vika xpdrrev. (3) Ibid. (after 
his condemnation): a singular 
occurrence took place, 7 yap 
eiwOutd nor pavTinh 7 Tov Saipovlou 
dv wey re apdcbev xpdvp xayti 
advu wucvh de) hy cal wdvu em) 
ouixpois évayriounéyn, ef Ti MEA- 
Aotus wh SpOas wpdtew vuvd Se, . . . 


ore eiidyrt Ewley ofxobey Hvayri- 
60n 1d Tov Beot onueioy, obre 
juixa dvéBavov evrav0ot éx) rd 
Sicagrhpiov, ofr ev re Adyy 
obSanod méAAgryri ri epeiv’ Kalros 
év BAAots Adyois woAAaxoU Bh pe 
éxéaxe Aéyovta perat’. (4) 
Plato, Theset. 151, A.: if such 
as have withdrawn from my 
society, again return, évlors 
pey 7d yeryvdperdv mor Saudnov 
dmoxwAve: fuveivar, eviots dé eG. 
Add to these cases a few others 
in which Socrates himself more 
or less jokes about the datudnor, 
which deserve to be mentioned 
because it there appears in the 
same character as elsewhere. 
(5) Xen. Symp. 8, 5, where 
Antisthenes throws in Socrates’ 
teeth: rote pév 7d Sandor 
apopaci(dpnevos ob Siardyy pot Tore 
SbAAou rov epieuevos. (6) Plato 
Pheedr. 242, B., when Socrates 
wished to depart: 1d damududr 
Te Kal eiwOds onpetdy por ylyverGa: 
éyévero del 34 we exloxe: & dy 
HéAAw xpdrrev «al twa powvhy 
Bota abrdbey dxovoa, h pe odk 
€& dwleva: xply dy apocidowpa, 
&s vt huaprynndra eis Td Oetor. 
(7) ibid. Euthyd. 272, E.; as 
Socrates was about to leave 
the Lyceum, .éyévero 1d eiwbds 
onuetov Td Sardmov, he therefore 
sat down again, and soon after 
Euthydemus and Dionysodorus 
really came in. In all these 
cases the dapndnoy appears to 
have been an inward voice de- 
terring the philosopher from a 
particular action. Even the 
more general statement that 
the 8amdénov always made its 
warnings heard whenever So- 
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according to Plato assume the form of prohibitions. 


Sometimes the da:uoveov stops him from saying or . 
It only indirectly points out 


doing something.' 


what should be done, by approving what it does not 


forbid. 


In a similar way it indirectly enables 


Socrates to advise his friends by not hindering 
him from approving their schemes, either by word 
or by silence.? The subjects respecting which the 


crates thought of a political 
career, falls in with this con- 
ception of it. In a similar 
sense the passage in the Re- 
public vi.. 496, D. should be 
understood, when Socrates re- 
marks that most of those who 
had the capacity for philosophy 
were diverted therefrom by 
other interests, unless peculiar 
circumstances kept them, such 
as sickness, which was a hin- 
drance to political life. 7d 
S Auérepor obn &kioy Adyew rd 
Saspdvioy onpetov > 4 yap wob rim 
kAAw 9 obder) tay Eurpoober 
yéyove. The heavenly sign 
keeps Socrates true to his 
philosophical calling, by op- 
posing him whenever he con- 
templates taking up anything 
else, as for instance, politics. 
Consequently, not even this 
passage compels us to give 
another meaning to its utter- 
ances than they bear according 
to Plato’s express words, as 
conveying a judgment respect- 
ing the admissibility of a 
definite action, either contem- 
plated or commenced by So- 
crates. Even at the commence- 
ment of the spurious ‘ Alci- 
biades,’ this is all that is dis- 
cussed, and in the Theages. 128, 
D., the prophecies of the daipué- 


voy only have reference to par- 
ticular future actions (not only 
of Socrates, but of others), from 
which it dissuades. The two 
latter authorities are, however, 
worthless. 


1 Apol. 31, D.: 3rs pot Oetdy 


vt Kal Saydvoy ylyvera. ... 
duol 3¢ roi7’ éorly ex wadds dokd- 
fevov povh ris yryvonérn, } Bray 
yévnrar del dworpéwe: pe rovrou 


8 ay pérAAw mpdrrew, wporpéwe: 


3¢ ofwore. Phsedr. 242, C. 

2 From the Platonic state- 
ments respecting the Saimérioy 
which have just been given, 
Xenophon’s statements differ, 
making it not only restraining 
but preventing, and not only 
having reference to the actions 
of Socrates but to those of other 
people. Mem.i.1, 4 (Apol. 12): 
Td yap Sapdmov tpn onpalver, 
kal woAAots trav tuvdyrwy xpoon- 
yépeve 1d pty woreiv, Ta Be ph 
woteiv, &s Tov Saimovlou epoonual- 
vovros* Kal Trois peéy wedopévois 
abrg suvépepe, trois & ph wesbo- 
pévots pereuerde, Ibid. iv. 3,12: 
gol 8 &m (Euthydemus), & 
Séxpares, doleaciy Eri prrdAuedrepov 


R rots AAO XpijoGa: (sc. of Geo?) 


eye pnde erepwrduevas Sxd cov 
xpoonuatyoual co: & re xph moreiy 
kal & uh. Still both statements 
may be harmonised as in the 
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heavenly voice makes itself heard are in point of value 
and character very different. Besides a concern of 
such deep personal interest to Socrates as his judicial 
condemnation, besides a question having such a far- 
reaching influence on his whole activity as that 
whether he should take part in public life or not, it. 
expresses itself on occasions quite unimportant.! It 
is in fact a voice so familiar to Socrates and his 
friends,” that whilst regarded as a something enigma- 
tical, mysterious, and unknown before, affording, too, 
a special proof of divine providence, it can neverthe- 
less be discussed without awe and mystery in easy 
and even in flippant language. The facts of the 
phenomenon resolve themselves into this, that not 
unfrequently Socrates was kept back by a dim feeling 
based on no conscious consideration, in which he 
discerned a heavenly sign and a divine hint, from 
carrying out some thought or intention. Were he 
asked why this sign had been vouchsafed to him, 
from his point of view the reply would be, because 


that from which it deterred him would be harmful to 


himself or others. In order, therefore, to justify 


text. Evidently Plato is more before all things at proving 


accurate. His language is far 
more definite than that of 
Xenophon, and is throughout 
consistent, witness the various 
cases mentioned in the previous 
note. Xenophon, as is his wont, 
confined himself to what caught 
the eye, to the fact that the 
Saysviov enabled Socrates to 
judge of actions whose conse- 
quences were uncertain, all the 
more so because he aimed 


Socrates’ divination to be the 
same as other divinations, and 
so defending his teacher from the 
charge of religious innovation. 
As to the special peculiarity of 
the Socratic Samdévoy and its 
inner processes, we can look to 
Plato for better information. 

1 adyv éxlt ouimpots. See p. 
86, 2. 

2 wdvv weavh. bid. 

* It will be subsequently 
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the utterances of the Safusnior, and to give its 
raison Wétre, he attempted to prove that the actions 
which it approved or occasioned were the most 
beneficial and advantageous.! The Satfioviov appeared 
therefore to him as an internal revelation from 
heaven respecting the result of his actions, in a word 
as an internal oracle. As such it is expressly 
included, both by Xenophon? and Plato,’ under the 
general conception of divination, and placed on a par 
with divination by sacrifice and the flight of birds. 
Of it,is therefore true ,what Xenophon’s Socrates 
ramiaeke respecting all divination that it may only 
-be resorted to for cases which man cannot discover 


himself by reflection.‘ 


shown that Socrates was, on 
the one hand thoroughly con- 
vinced of the care of God for 
man down to the smallest 
matters, and on the other 
hand was accustomed to esti- 
mate the value of every action 
by its consequences. It fol- 
lowed herefrom that to his 
mind the only ground on which 
God could forbid an action 
was because of its ill-conse- 
quences. 

1 See Xen. Mem. iv. 8, 5, 
where Socrates observes that 
the 3a:uésiov forbad him to pre- 
pare a defence, and then pro- 
ceeds to discuss the reasons 
why the deity found an inno- 
cent death better for him than 
a longer life. In Plato, Apol. 
40, 3, he concludes, from the 
silence of the da:pdémoy during 
his defence, that the condemna- 
tion to which it led would be 
for him ¢ benefit. 

ld 


/ 


i 


h 


2 Xen. Mem.i. 1,3; iv. 3,12; 
i. 4,14. Conf. Apol. 12. 

3 Apol. 40, A.; Pheed. 242, C.; 
Euthyphro, 3, B. 

4 Xen. Mem. i. 1,6: ra pey 
dvaryKaia ouveBovrAeve kal rpdrrew 
as évouiey &pior’ by mpaxOivat* 
nept 5¢ ray d5jAay Sros by ano- 
Bhoo:ro payrevoopévous Greuwey 
ei wointéa, For this reason, 
therefore, divination was re- 
quired: rextovixdy pey yap } 
XaArKeutrixdy f yewpyixdy 4 avOpd- 
tov dpxixoy } rév rowlTwy Epywv 
eferacricdy } Acyiotixdy 4 oixovo- 
puxdy fo orparryudy yevérOai, 
wdyvTa Ta rowira pabhyara nar 
dvOpmrov ywdun alperéa evduice 
elvar > Ta St péyiota Tay éy rov- 
tos Egpn Tous Oeovs équrots xata- 
AelwerOa: Gv ovdey SFAoy elvac 
tos &vOpémos. The greatest 
things, however, as is imme- 
diately explained, are the con- 
sequences of actions, the ques- 
tion’ whether they are useful 
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Herewith the whole field of philosophical inquiry 
is excluded from the province of the da:poviov. This 
field Socrates, more than any one of his predecessors, 
claimed for intelligent knowledge and a thorough 
understanding. As a matter of fact, no instance 
occurs of a scientific principle or a general moral law 
being referred to the Sapovov. Nor must the sage’s 
conviction of his own higher mission be confounded 
with his belief in the heavenly sign, nor the deity by 
whom he considered himself commissioned to sift 
men be identified with the dSaovov.! The fact 
that Socrates thought to hear the heavenly voice 
from the time when he was a boy, ought to be 
sufficient evidence to warn against such an error ;? 
for at that time he cannot possibly have had any 
thought of a philosophic calling. That voice, more- 
over, according to Plato, always deterring, never 
prompting,’ cannot have been the source of the 
positive command of the deity to which Socrates 
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(c) Limi- 
ted in its 
applica- 


tien. 


or detrimental to the doer. 
Accordingly Socrates observes 


tpiora ylyvowro). 
1 This was often done in 


that it is madness to think to 
be able to dispense with divi- 
nation, and to do everything 
by means of one’s own intelli- 
gence (and as he afterwards 
adds, 40€uora woieivy) : Sapovay 
St robs parrevouévous, & ‘ois 
avOpmrois Eiweay of Geol pabovor 
Siaxplvery, examples of which 
are then given. Conf. iv. 3, 12, 
where pavrix}, and also the 
Socratic payrikn, is said to 
refer to consequences (Ta oup- 
gépovta, rd aroBnodueva), and 
the appropriate means (7 &» 


former times; for instance by 
Meiners, Verm. Schrift. iii, 24, 
and still more so by Lélut, 1. c. 
p- 113, who sees in the @eds 
from whom Socrates derived 
his vocation a proof of his 
belief in a genius, The same 
mistake is committed by Vol- 
quardsen, |. c. p. 9, 12, against 
whose view see Alberti, Socr. 
56. 

2 é« watdds, See above p. 
87, 1. 
3 See p. 87, 2. 
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referred his activity as a teacher.! Nor is it ever 
deduced therefrom, eithér by Xenophon or by Plato. 
Socrates indeed says that the deity had given him the 
task of sifting men, that the deity had forced him to 
this line of life;? but he never says that he had 
received this commission from the daiuomorv.2 To 
this he is only indebted for peculiar assistance in hig 
philosophic calling, which consists more particularly 
in its dissuading him from proving faithless to his 
ealling by meddling with politics.‘ 

Lastly, the Sa:povov has been often regarded as 
the voice of conscience,® but this view is at once too 
wide and too narrow. Understanding by conscience 
the moral consciousness in general, and more particu- 
larly the moral sense as far as this finds expression 
in the moral estimate of our every action, its moni- 
tions are not confined to future things as are the 
monitions of the Socratic dapovov. Nay, more, 
it more frequently makes itself felt in the first 
place by the approval or disapproval following upon 

1 See p. 60, 2; 82, 1. Griech. Phil. i. 243 is a modi- 


* Plato, Apol. 23, B.; 28, D.; 
33, C.; Thezt. 150, C. 

'’ It is not true, as Vol- 
yuardsen, |. c. B., says, that 
in Plato, Apol. 31, D., Socrates 
mentions the Samésoyv as the 
tirst and exclusive atriov of his 
mode of life. He there only 
attributes to the Samérvoy his 
abstinence from politics, not 
his attention to philosophy. 

4 See p. 86, 2. 

& Stapfer, Biogr. Univers. ~T. 
xlii. Socrate, p. 531; Brandis, 
Gesch. d. Griech. Rém. Phil. 
ii, a, 60 (Gesch. d. Entwick. d. 


fication of the above). Breiten- 
bach, Zeitschrift fiir das Gym- 
nasialwesen, 1863, p. 499; 
Rotscher, Arist. 256. Ribbing, 
too, l. c. 27, defends this view, 
observing, “however, that the 
Sayzdviovy (1) only manifests 
itself as conscientia antecedens 
and concomitans, not as con- 
scientia subsequens; and (2) 
that its meaning is not ex- 
hausted with the conception of 
conscience, but that it figures 
as ‘practical moral tact in re- 
spect of personal relations and 
particular actions.’ 


9h 


CHAP. 
IV. 


CHAP, 


SOCRATES. 


actions. Again, conscience exclusively refers to 
the moral value or worthlessness of an action, 
whereas the heavenly sign in Socrates always bears 
reference to the consequences of actions. Therein 
Plato, no less than Xenophon, sees a peculiar kind 
of prophecy. Allowing that Socrates was occasion—~ 
ally mistaken as to the character of the feelings and 
impulses which appeared to him revelations, -that 
now and then he was of opinion that the deity had 
forbidden him something for the sake of its preju- 
dicial consequences when the really forbidding power 
was his moral sense, yet the same cannot be said of 
ali the utterances of the Sa:ucviov. Doubtless in 
deterring him from taking up politics, the real 
motive lay in the feeling that a political career was 
incompatible with his conviction of. an important 
higher calling, to which he had devoted his life. It 
may, therefore, be said that in this case a scruple of 
conscience had assumed the form of a heavenly voice. 
But in forbidding to prepare a speech for judicial 
defence, this explanation will no longer apply. Here 
the only explanation which can be given of the 
heavenly voice, is that such a taking in hand of his 
own personal interests did not commend itself to the 
sage’s line of thought, and that it appeared unworthy 
of him to defend himself otherwise than by a plain 
statement of the truth requiring no preparation.’ 


1 Volquardsen \. c. confounds Apol. 17, A.,as meaning that it 
two things in explaining the was not a question of a simple 
prohibition, mentioned by Xen. defence, but of a defence in 
Mem. iv. 8, 4, to prepare a the usual legal style with all 
defence in the sense of Plato, the tricks and manceuvres of 


J 
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All this, however, has little to do with judgments 
respecting what is morally admissible or not, and 
has much to do with the questions as to what is 
suited or unsuited to the individual character of the 
philosopher. Still less can ‘the decision respecting 
the receiving back pupils! who have once deserted 
him, be referred to conscience. The question here 
really was as to the capacity of the respective persons 
to profit by his instructions. It involved, therefore, 
a criticism of character. The jokes, too, which 
Socrates and his friends permitted themselves as to 
the Sazpoveov? were wholly out of place, if the 
daiovtoy were conscience. As far as they are founded 
on fact, they afford a proof that the da:uoroy must 
be distinguished from moral sense or conscience ; 
and it is quite in harmony herewith to hear Socrates 
say,? that the heavenly voice often made itself heard 
on quite unimportant occasions. Remembering fur- 
ther that Socrates was more than anyone else, perhaps, 


bent on referring actions to clear conceptions, and ’ 


accordingly excluded from the field of prophecy, and 
therefore from the province of the daydvoy, every- 
an orator. In Xenophon’s ac- 


count there is not a word of 
this. Had this been his mean- 


very much worthy of himself. 
But as Cron in Eos. i. 175 
observes: what idea must we 


ing, it must somehow have 
been indicated in the sequel ; 
it would have been said that 
the Saydvioy kept him from de- 
fending himself, because a de- 
fence in keeping with his prin- 
ciples would have heen useless ; 
it is by no meansa matter of 
course that he would not have 
been able to get up a speech 


form to ourselves of Socrates, 
if he required the assistance of 
the damériov to keep him back 
from that which he clearly 
saw to be incompatible with 
his principles ? 

1 See above p. 86, 2, No. 4. 

2 Ibid. No. 5, 7. 

® Ibid. No. 3. 


(ad) Philo- 
sophical 
explana- 


tion of the ' 
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thing that might be known by personal reflection,' 
we shall see how little right we have to understand 
the Saizdviov as having principally or wholly to do 
with the moral value of an action. 

The heavenly voice appears rather to be the 
general form, which a vivid, but in its origin unex- 
plored sense of the propriety of a particular action 
assumed for the personal consciousness of Socrates.? 
The actions to which this sense referred could, as we 
have seen, be most varied in content and importance. 
Quite as varied must the inward processes and 
motives have been out of which it grew. It 
might be some conscientious scruple pressing on the 
sense of the sage without his being fully conscious 
thereof. It might be some apprehension of the 
consequences of a step, such as sometimes rises as a 
first impression with all decidedness in the experi- 
enced observer of men and of circumstances, before it 
is even possible for him to account to himself for the 


" reasons of his misgiving. It might be that an action 


in itself neither immoral nor inappropriate, jarred 
on Socrates’ feelings, as not being in harmony with 
his peculiar mode of being and conduct. It might 
be that on unimportant occasions all those unaccount- 
able influences and impulses came into play, which 


contribute so much to our mental attitude and de- 


of which he had discovered. 


1 See p. 89, 4. 
Nor does it conflict herewith, 


2 The last remark follows 


not only from what has been 
stated, p. 89, 4, but it is also 
inconceivable that Socrates 
could have referred to a higher 
inspiration impulses the sources 


aga 


that after the heavenly voice 
has made itself heard, he after- 
wards considers what can have 
led the Gods to thus reveal 
their will. 
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cisions ; all the more so in proportion as the object 
itself affords less definite grounds for decision. In 
this respect the Satudviov has been rightly called ‘ the 
inner voice of individual tact,’ } understanding by tact 
a general sense of propriety in word and action as 
exemplified in the most varied relations of life in 
small things as well as inv great.?. This sense Soc- 
rates early noticed in himself as unusually strong,® 
and subsequently by his peculiarly keen and unwearied 
observation of himself and other men he developed 
it to such a pitch of accuracy, that it was seldom 
or as he believed never at fault. Its psychologi- 
cal origin was, however, concealed from his own 


consciousness. 


It assumed for him from the begin- 


ning the appearance of a foreign influence, a higher 


revelation, an oracle.‘ 


Herein is seen the strength of the hold which 
the beliefs of his countrymen had over Socrates ;5 


1 Hermann, Platonismus i. 
236: similarly Kvrische, For- 
schung. i. 231. 

2 The objections hereto raised 
by Volquardsen, pp. 56, 63, and 
Algverti, Socr. 68, are partly 
answered by the argument 
which has preceded. Besides, 
they have more reference to 
words than to things. So far 
as this is the case, there is no 
use in disputing. By tact we 
understand not only social but 
moral tact, not only acquired 
but natural tact, and this word 
seems very appropriate to ex- 
press the sense which Socrates 
described as the Saudrroy. 

* See p. 88, 3. 

‘ Hegel, Gesch. d. Phil. 11.77 : 


A 


The genius of Socrates is not 
Socrates himself. ... but an 
oracle, which, however, is not 
external, but subjective, his 
oracle. It bore the form of 
knowledge, which was, how- 
ever, connected with a certain 
unconsciousness. 

5 Krische 1.c.: What is not 
in our power, what our nature 
cannot bear, and what is not 
naturally found in our im- 
pulses or our reflections, is 
involuntary, or according to 
the notion of the ancients, 
heavenly : to this category be- 
long enthusiasm and prophecy, 
the violent throb of desire, the 
mighty force of feelings. 
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herewith, too, are exposed to view the limits of his 
self-knowledge. Feelings whose origin he has not 
discovered are seen to exercise over him an irresistible 
power. On the other hand, the dazuorov when it does 
speak, takes the place of the usual signs and por- 
tents. Hegel! not without reason sees herein a proof 
that the determining motives of action, which in the 
case of the Greek oracles were things purely exter- 
nal, have come to be sought in man himself. To 
misgivings incapable of being resolved into clear 
conceptions, a high importance was here attached ; 
in them a very revelation of deity was seen, proving 
most clearly that the human mind, in a way hitherto 
foreign to Greeks, had come to occupy itself with 
itself, and carefully to observe what transpired withip. 
The power which these feelings early exercised over 
Socrates, the devotion with which he even then 
listened for the voice within, affords an insight into 
the depths of his emotional nature. In the boy we 
see the embryo of the man, for whom self-knowledge 
was the most pressing business of life, for whom un- 
tiring observation of his moral and mental con- 
ditions, analysis of notions and actions, reasoning as 
to their character and testing of their value were 
primary necessities.” | 

The same tone of mind also shows itself in other 
peculiarities of Socrates, to his contemporaries appear- 
ing so strange. At times he was seen lost in thought, 
so as to be unconscious of what transpired around 


1 Hegel 1, c. and Recht’s ? Conf. Plato, Apol. 38) A. 
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him; at times going on his way regardless of the 
habits of his fellows; his whole appearance displaying 
2 far-reaching indifference to external things, a ofte- 
sided preference of the useful to the beautiful. What 
do all these traits show if not the importance which 
he attached to the study of self, to the solitary work 
of thought, to a free determination of self indepen- 
dent of foreign judgments? Remarkable as it may 
seem to find the dryness of the man of intellect and 
the enthusiasm of the man of feeling united in one 
and the same person, both features may be referred 
to a common source. What distinguishes Socrates 
in his general conduct from his fellow-citizens was 
this power of inward concentration. This struck his 
cofemporaries as being so foreign an element, and 
thereby an irreparable breach was made in the artistic 
unity of Greek life. 

What the general importance of this peculiarity 
may be, and what traces it has left in history, are 
questions to answer which we must enquire into the 
Socratic philosophy. 
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CHAPTER V. 


THE SOURCES AND CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PHILOSOPHY 
OF SOCRATES. 


To gtve an accurate account of the philosophy of 
Socrates is a work of some difficulty, owing to the well- 
known divergence of the earliest accounts, Socrates 
committed nothing to writing himself; ! of the works 
of his pupils, in which he is introduced as speaking, 
only those of Xenophon and Plato are preserved.? 
These are, however, so little alike, that we gather 
from the ong, quite a different view of the teaching 
of Socrates’te what the other gives us. Among 
early historians of philosophy it was the fashion to 
construct a- picture of the Athenian sage, without 
principles and criticism, indiscriminately from the 
writings of Xenophon and Plato, no less than from 


' The unimportant poetical 
attempts of his last days (Plato, 
Pheedo, 60, C.) can hardly be 
counted as writings, even if they 
were extant. They appear, 
however, to have been very soon 
lost. The Psean at least, 
which Themist. (Or. ii. 27, c.) 
considers genuine, was rejected 
by the ancient critics, accord- 
ing to Diog. ii. 42. The 
spuriousness of the Socratic 
letters is beyond question, and 
that Socrates committed no- 


thing to writing is clear from 
the silence of Xenophon, Plato, 
and all antiquity, not to men- 
tion the positive testimony of 
Cic. de Orat. iii. 16, 60; Diog. 
i. 16; Plut. De Alex. Virt. i. 
4. A-conclusive discussion on 
this point in refutation of the 
views of Leo Allatius is given 
by Olearius in Stanl. Hist. 
Phil. 198. 

2 For instance, those of As- 
chines, Antisthenes, Phzedo. 
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a) 


later, and for the most part indifferent, authorities. Cuar. 


Since the time of Brucker, however, Xenophon came 
to be regarded as the only authority to be perfectly 
trusted for the philosophy of Socrates; to all others, 
Plato included, at most only a supplementary value 
was allowed. Quite recently, however, Schleierma- 
cher has lodged a protest against this preference of 
Xenophon.' Xenophon, he argues, not being a phi- 
losopher himself, was scarcely capable of under- 
standing a philosopher like Socrates. The object, 
moreover, of the Memorabilia was a limited one, to 
defend his teacher from definite charges. We are 
’ therefore justified in assuming 4 priori that there 
was more in Socrates than Xenophon describes. 
Indeed, there must have been more, or he could not 
have played the part he did in the history of philo- 


sophy, nor have exerted so marvelldus a power of 


attraction on the most intellectual and cultivated 
men of his time. The character, too, which Plato 
gives him would otherwise have too flatly contradicted 


the picture of him present to the mind of his reader. - 


Besides, Xenophon’s dialogues create the impression 
that philosophic matter has, with detriment to its 
meaning, been put into the unphilosophic language 
of every-day life; and that there are gaps left, to 
supply which we are obliged to go to Plato. Not that 
we can go so far as Meiners,” and say that only those 


2 On the philosophical merits p. 50. Conf. Gesch. d. Phil. 
o Socrates, Schleiermacher, p. 81. 
Werke, iii. 2, 293, first printed 2 Geschichte der Wissen- 
in Abhandlungen der Berliner schaften in Griechenland und 
Academie, Philos. Kl. 1818, Rom, ii, 420. 
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parts of the dialogues of Plato can be considered his— 
torical, which are either to be found in Xenophon, or 
immediately follow from what Xenophon says, or which 
are opposed to Plato’s own views. This hypothesis 
would only give us the Socrates of Xenophon slightly 
modified, whilst the deeper spring of Socratic thought 
would still be wanting. The only safe course to 
pursue is that adopted by Schleiermacher—to ask, 
What may Socrates have been, in addition to what 
Xenophon reports, without gainsaying the character 
and maxims which Xenophon distinctly assigns to 
him? and what must he have been to call for and 
to justify such a description as is given of him in the 
dialogues of Plato? Schleiermacher’s estimate of 
Xenophon ' has been since adopted by several other 
writers ; and even previously to Schleiermacher, 
Dissen ? had declared that he could only see in the 
pages of Xenophon a description of the outward 
appearance of Socrates. The like approval has been 
‘bestowed on Schleiermacher’s canon for finding out 


1 Brandis,in Rhein. Mus. von has himself failed to observe 


Niebuhr und Brandis, i. b. 122. 


Conf. Gesch. d. Gr.- Rim. Philos. 


ii. a. 20; Ritter, Gesch. d. Phil. 
ii. 44; Ribbing, Ueber d. Ver- 
haltniss zwischen den Xeno- 
phont. und den Platon. Be- 
richten iiber Socrates. Upsala 
Universitets Arskrift, 1870, 
specially p. 1, 125. Alberti, 
too (Socrates, 5), takes in the 
main the side of Schleier- 
macher, whilst allowing that 
Platg’s account can only be 
used for history with extreme 
caution—a caution which he 


in using the Phzedo (see above, 
p..59). In respect of the person- 
ality of Socrates rather than his 
teaching, Van Heusde (Charac- 
terismi principum philosopho- 
rum veterum, p. 54) gives a 
preference to Plato’s picture 
as being truer to life than 
Xenophon’s Apology. 

* De philosophia morali in 
Xenophontis de Socrate com- 
mentariis tradita, p. 28 (in 
Dissen’s Kleineren Schriften, p. 
87). 
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the real Socrates; only to supplement it has the 
remark been made,' that the language used by 
Aristotle respecting the teaching of Socrates may be 
also employed to determine its outside aspect. On 
the other hand, Xenophon’s authority has been 
warmly supported by several critics.” 

In deciding between these two views, a difficulty, 
however, presents itself. The authority of the one or 
the other of our accounts can only be ascertained by 
a reference to the true historical picture of Socrates, 
and the true historical picture can only be known 
from these conflicting accounts. This difficulty 
would be insurmountable, if the two narratives had 
the same claim to be considered historical in points 
which they state varyingly. Indeed, Aristotle’s 
scanty notices respecting the Socratic philosophy 
would have been insufficient to settle the question, 
even on the assumption that he had other sources of 
information at command beside the writings of 
Xenophon and Plato —an assumption for which there 
is not the least evidence. | But if one thing is clearer 
than another, it is this,—that Plato only claims to-be 
true to facts in those descriptions in which he agrees 
with Xenophon, as for instance, in the Apology and 
the Symposium. On other points no one could well 
assert that he wished all to be taken as historical 

1 By Brandis, |. c. 22. Conf. ries, Gesch. d. 
2 Hogel. Gesch. d. Phil. ii. Phil. i, 269. For further lite- 
69; Rétscher, Aristophanes und rature on this point consult 
sein Zeitalter, p. 393; Hermann, Hurndall, De philosophia mo- 
Geseh. und Syst. des Platonis- rali Socratis (Heidelberg, 1853), 


mus, i. 249; Labriola, La dot- p. 7, and Ribbing, 1. c 
trina di Socrate (Napoli, 1871), 
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which he puts into the mouth of Socrates. Of Xeno- 
phon, on the contrary, it may be granted that, 
whether from his deficiency in philosophic sense, or 
from his exclusively practical tastes, not unfrequently 
the scientific meaning and the inner connection of © 
the principles of Socrates escape his notice. Nor 
must we ever forget that the Memorabilia are prima- 
rily intended to be a defence of his teacher against. 
the charges brought against him, which charges were 
the cause of his condemnation, and passed current 
years after his death. For this purpose.a description 
was requisite, not so much of his philosophy as of 
his morals and religion, setting forth his piety, his 
integrity, his obedience to the laws, his services to 
his friends and fellow-citizens rather than his intel- 
lectual convictions; and Xenophon candidly con- 
fesses that this is the main object of his treatise.' 
Even the question, whether, with the means at his 
command, a life-like reproduction of the dialogues of 
Socrates can be expected from Xenophon, cannot be 
answered affirmatively without some limitation. His 
treatise was not written until six years after the 
death of Socrates, and we have not the least indica- 
tion that it was based on notes made either by him- 
self or others in the time immediately following the 
dialogues.2, What was committed to writing years 


1 Mem. i. 1,1 and 20; 2,1; 
3, 1; iv. 4, 26; 5,1; 8, 11. 

2 It cannot be inferred from 
Plato, Symp. 172, C.; 173, B.; 
Theet. 143, A., that Socrates’ 
friends (as Volguardsen, Demon 
d. Sokr. 6, says) took down his 


discourses at home and filled 
up their sketches by further 
enquiries. Nay, the very dis- 
courses which are vouched for 
by this supposed care, cannot 
possibly be historical. Such 
statements cannot therefore 
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afterwards from his own or his friends’ memory has 
not the claim to accuracy of a verbal report, but 
rather owes to himself its more definite form and 
setting. No doubt it was his intention to give a true 
account of Socrates and his teaching. He says that 
he writes from his own recollection. He expressly 
observes in a few cases that he was, present during 
the dialogue, but had heard similar things from 
others, mentioning his authority.’ If, then, many a 
Socratic discourse is unknown to him or has escaped 
his memory, if one or other line of thought has not 
been thoroughly understood, or its philosophical 
importance misunderstood by him, it may neverthe- 
less be assumed that a pupil of Socrates, accustomed 
to consort with him for years, and able to commu- .. a 
nicate all that Xenophon actually communicates, / x a Sh 

neither repeats on the whole what is false, nor leaves. f 4 “ 
any essential side of the Socratic teaching epee 4 gj i a 
From Plato, indeed, so far as his description is has 
torical or permits a reference to the Socrates of history, 

many a trait supplementary of Xenophon’s narra- 

tive may be expected, and many an explanation of 
the real meaning of sayings, which his fellow-pupil 

reports as understood only from the standpoint of 


mean more than similar ones 
in Parm. 126, B. Neither does 
Mem. i. 4, 1 refer to writings 
of pupils of Socrates, but to 
the views of opponents. Mem. 
iv. 3, 2 appears to refer not 
even to writings, but to oral 
communications. 

1 Mem. i. 3, 6: ds 88 3% Kad 
dperciv d8dxe: por robs tuvdévras 


. Tobroy 3h ypdbw éxdoa by 
Siauynpovetow. iv. 3, 2; others 
have reported similar conver- 


sations respecting the Gods, at — 


which they were present: éyw 
8 bre mpds Evdvinuoy rodde 
Steddyero mapeyevduny. iv. 8, 4: 
Adkw 8t wal & ‘Eppoyévous Tov ‘In- 
wovixov hxovea wept abrov. 
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practical utility. Hence objection can hardly be taken 
to the above-quoted canon of Schleiermacher.! Ne- 
vertheless, it is highly improbable that in essential 
points there should be an irreconcilable difference 
between Xenophon’s description and that which we 
may take for historically established as Plato’s.? The 
real state of the case, however, can only be ascer- 
tained by examining the statements of various 
authorities in detail to test their worth and their 
agreement, and this enquiry naturally coincides with 
the exposition of the Socratic teaching, from which it 
could only be distinguished in point of form. It will 
not, therefore, be separated from it here. Socrates 
will be described from the three accounts of Xeno- 
phon, Plato, and Aristotle. If the attempt to form 
a harmonious picture from these sources succeeds, 
Xenophon will be vindicated. Should it not succeed, 
it will then be necessary to ask, which of the tradi- 
tional accounts is the true one.®. 

To begin with the question as to the philosophi- 
cal platform and fundamental principle of Socrates. 
Here the sketches of our main authorities seem to 
give ground for the most opposite views. According 

' P, 100. 


2 As Ribbing, 1. c. asserts. 
Hard is it to reconcile herewith 
that Ribbing declines to ques- 
tion ‘the essentially historical 
accuracy’ of Xenophon’s de- 
scription. 

* The course here followed 
is also in the main that taken 
by Striimpeli, Gesch. d. Prakt. 
Philos, d. Gr. i. 116. He con- 
siders it impossible to distin- 


guish in point of speculation 
what belongs to Socrates and 
what belongs to Plato. As 
regards morals, he hopes to 
gain a true general view of 
Socrates by taking the maxims 
which are attributed to him 
unanimously by Xenophon, 
Plato, and Aristotle, following 
them out to their consequences, 
and testing the traditions by 
these. 


CHARACTERISTICS OF HIS PHILOSOPHY. 


to Plato, Socrates appears as an expert thinker, at 


home in all branches of knowledge; whereas, in | 


Xenophon he is represented far less as a philosopher 
than as a man innocent and excellent, full of piety 
and common: sense. Hence Xenophon’s account is 
specially appealed to in support of the conception of 
Socrates as a popular moral man, holding aloof from 
all speculative questions, and in fact as far less of a 
philosopher than a teacher of morality and instructor 
of youth.“) It certainly cannot be denied that 
Socratebews full of the most lively enthusiasm for 
morality, and made it the business of his life to 
exercise a moral influence upon others.? Had he 
only discharged this function after the unscientific 
manner of a popular teacher, by imparting and 
inculeating the received notions of duty and virtue, 
the influence would be inexplicable which he exerted, 


not only over weaklings and hairbrains, but over the | 


most talented and cultivated of his cotemporaries. It 
would be a mystery what induced Plato to connect 
the deepest philosophical enquiries with his person, or 
what led all later philosophers, down to Aristotle, 
nay even down to the Stoics and Neoplatonists, to 


' How common this view 181, that Socrates ‘regarded the 


was in past times, needs not to 
be proved by authorities which 
abound from Cicero down to 
Wiggers and Reinhold. That 
it is not yet altogether ex- 
ploded may be gathered not only 
from writers like Van Heusde, 
Characterismi, p. 53, but even 
Marbach, a disciple of the 
Hegelian philosophy, asserts in 
his Gesch. d. Philos. i. 174, 178, 


speculative philosophy which 
aimed at general knowledge, 
as useless, vain, and foolish,’ 
and that he ‘took the field not 
only against the Sophists as 
pretenders to knowledge, but 
against all philosophy;’ in 
short, that ‘he was no philo- 
sopher.’ 

2 Conf. Apol. 23, D.; 30, E.; 
38, A., and above, p. 49. 
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regard him as the founder of a new epoch, and to 
trace their own peculiar systems to the movement 
set on foot by him. 

Even in himself and his doings more than one 
feature is at variance with this conception. Whereas 
it would follow herefrom that knowledge is only of 
value in as far as it is instrumental for action, so far 
was Socrates from sharing this belief that he consi-+ 
dered actions only then to have a value when they 
proceed from correct knowledge; that he referred 
moral action or virtue to knowledge, making its per- 
fection depend on perfection of knowledge. Whereas, 
according to the ordinary assumption, he would in 
his intercourse with others have before ali things 
aimed at moral training, so far was it otherwise that 
it appears from his own words that love of knowledge 
was the original motive for his activity.! Accordingly 
we observe him in his dialogues pursuing enquiries, 
which not only have no moral purpose,? but which, 


1 Plato, Apol. 21, where So- 


subordinate one; he was no 
crates deduces his whole acti- 


doubt really actuated by the 


vity from the fact that he pur- 


‘sued a real knowledge. 


* Examples are to be found 
in the conversations (Mem. iii. 
10), in which Socrates conducts 
the painter Parrhasius, the 
sculptor Clito, and Pistias, the 
forger of armour, to the con- 
ceptions of their respective 
arts. It is true Xenophon in- 
troduces these conversations 
with the remark that Socrates 
knew how to make himself 
useful to artisans. But the 
desire to make himself useful 
can only have been a very 


motive mentioned in the Apo- 
logy, & praiseworthy curiosity 
to learn from intercourse with 
all classes, whether they were 
clearly conscious of what their 
arts were for. Xenophon him- 
self attests this, Mem. iv. 6, 1: 
ckonay atv Tois cuvovct, Tt Exa- 
crov en trav byTwv obderdéro?r’ 
fryev. This pursuit of the 
conceptions of things, aiming 
not at the application of know- 
ledge, but at knowledge itself, 
is quite enough to prove that 
Socrates was not only a preacher 
of virtue, but a philosopher. 
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in their practical application, could only serve im- 
moral purposes.' These traits are not met with ex- 
clusively in one or other of our authorities, but they 
are equally diffused through the accounts given by 
the three main sources. Socrates can therefore not 
possibly have been the unscientific moral teacher for 
which he was formerly taken. Knowledge must have 
had for him a very different value and importance from 
what it would have had on such a supposition. It may 
not even be assumed that the knowledge which he 
sought was ultimately only pursued for the sake of 
action, and only valued as a means to morality.? He 
who pursues knowledge in this sense, only as a means 
to an end which lies beyond him, not from an inde- 
pendent impulse and love_of knowing, will never 
study so carefully and so independently the problem 
and method of philosophic research as Socrates did ; 
will never be a reformer of philosophy as he was. 


sation with her, in which he 
endeavours to lead her to a 
conception of her trade, and 
shows her how she will best be 


Even Xenophon found some 
difficulty in bringing it into har- 
mony with his practical view 
of things, as his words show: 


from which it may be seen that 
Socrates made his friends more 
critical. But criticism is the 
organ of knowledge. 

1 Mem. iii. 11 contains a 
paragraph adapted more than 
any other to refute the idea 
that Socrates was only a popu- 
lar teacher. Socrates hears one 
of his companions commending 
the beauty of Theodota, and at 
once goes with his company to 
see her. He finds her acting 
as a painter’s model, and he 
thereupon enters into a conver- 


able to win lovers. Now, al- 
though such a step would not 
give that offence to a Greek 
which it would to us, still 
there is not the least trace of a 
moral purpose in his conduct. 
Brandis’ (Gesch. d. Entw. i. 
236) remarks are little to the 
point. A purely critical inter- 
est leads Socrates to refer to 
its general conception every 
action across which he comes, 
regardless of its moral value. 

2 Ribbing, Socrat. Stud. i. 46. 
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Nay more, he would have been incapable of exerting 
the deep reforming influence over Ethics which, 
according to the testimony of history, he did exert, 
had he thus confined himself to practical interests. 
His importance for Ethics is derived not so much 
from the fact that he insisted on a re-establishment 
of moral life—this Aristophanes and without doubt 
many others did,—but from his recognising that a 
scientific basis for moral convictions must be an 
indispensable condition for any real reform of morals. 
Herewith it is presupposed that practical problems 
are determined and vindicated by knowledge; in other 
words, that knowledge not merely subserves action, 
but leads and governs it—a view never as yet held 
by any one who did not attribute to knowledge an 
independent value of its own. If, therefore, Socrates, 
as we shall note, confined himself in principle to 
enquiries having for man a practical value, it can 
only be inferred that he was not himself fully con- 
scious of the range of his thought. In practice he 
went beyond these limits, treating ethical questions 
in such a manner as no one gould do unless fired 
with an independent love M1 owledge. 

The area is thus determined within which the fun- 
damental conception of the Socratic philosophy must 
be looked for. True knowledge is the treasure to 
discover which Socrates goes forth ‘in the service of 
the Delphic God; to gain the knowledge of the 
essence of things, he, with his friends, unweariedly 
labours; to true knowledge he ultimately refers all 
moral demands. The force with which he asserted 
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this demand constitutes him the creator in Greece 
of an independent system of morality. For him it 
is not enough that men should do what is right; they 
must also know why they do it. He demands that 
they should not follow a dark impulse, an undefined ‘ 
enthusiasm or the aptitude of habit, but should act 
from clear consciousness; and because it was deficient 
in this characteristic, he refuses.to allow true wisdom to 
the art of his time, however high it otherwise stood.! 
In a word, the idea of knowledge forms the central 
point of the Socratic philosophy.? All philosophy aim- 
ing at knowledge, this point must be further circum- 
scribed to give it precision, which was done in this wise, 
that, whereas the pursuit of true knowledge had been, 


1 In Plato, Apol. 22, B., 
Socrates observes: In his sift- 
ing of men he had turned to 
the poets, but had soon found 
that they were usually not able 
to account for their own works. 
“Eyrov ov... . St od cogle 
wotocev & wotoier, Aaa guoe: riyh 
nad évOovord(ovres, Sowep . Geo- 
pdyres nal xpnoppdol> xa) yep 
abro) Aéyougs pév woAAG Kal KaAa, 
frac: 8¢ ob’ty dy Adyovow. Be- 
sides, no one knows the limits 
of his knowledge, but thinks 
to understand all things. He 
had also observed the same 
in the xeporéxva:, the re- 
presentatives of sculpture and 


2 Schleiermacher, Werke, iii. 
2, 300: ‘ The awakening of the 
idea of knowledge; and its 
first utterances, must have been 
the substance of the philosophy 
of Socrates.’ Ritter agrees 


‘be a desire to vindicate 


with this, Gesch. d. Philosophie, 
ii. 50. Brandis only differs 
in unessential points, Rhein. 
Mus. von Mebuhr und Brandis, 


i. 6, 130; Gr.-Rém. Phil. ii. a, ~ 


33. To him the origin of the 
doctrine of Socrates appears to 
against 
the Sophists the absolute worth 
of moral determinations; and 
then he adds: to secure this 
purpose the first aim of So- 
crates was to gain a deeper 
insight into his own conscious- 
ness, in order to be able to dis- 
tinguish false and true know- 
ledge with certainty. Similarly 
Braniss, Gesch. d. Phils. Kant. 
i. 155. The important feature 
in Socrates was this, that to 
him morality appeared to be 
a certain kind of knowledge, 
proceeding from the thought 
of the good inborn in the soul. 


wd 
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with earlier philosophers an immediate and instine- 
tive activity, with Socrates it became conscious and 
methodical. By him the idea of knowledge as know- 
ledge was first brought out, and having been brought 
out, took precedence of every other idea.,! 

This statement, again, requires further explanation. 
If the love of knowledge was shared also by previous 
philosophers, why, it may be asked, did it not before 
develope into a conscious and critical pursuit? The 
reason which may be assigned is this: The knowledge 
which earlier philosophers pursued, was, in itself, 
different from the knowledge which Socrates required. 
They were not compelled by their idea of knowledge 
as Socrates was to direct their attention to the in- 
tellectual processes and conditions, by which it was 
truly to be acquired. Such a necessity was, however, 
imposed on Socrates by the principle which the most 
trustworthy accounts unanimously report as the soul of 
all his teaching—that all true knowledge must pro- 
ceed from correct conceptions, and that nothing can 
be known, unless it can be referred to its general 
conception, and judged thereby.? In this principle, 


1 Schleiermacher, 1. c. 299; 
Brandis. 

2 Xenoph. Mem. iv. 6, 1: 
Swxpdérns yap rovs uty eiddras, 7! 
éxacroyv efn Ta Sytwy, evdut- 
{e kal rots &AAas by etnyeicGat 
Stvacba: > robs 5t ph elddras ovdey 
pn Oavpacrdy elva: abrots re 
opddrrAcoba: Kal BAAous opdrAeuy ° 
ov évexa oxonay abv tTois cuvover 
ath éxacrov efn rev Byte, ovde- 
aéwor tAwye. .. 813: emt thy 
dwd0eow erdyryye wave. Toy Adyoy, 


a 


7.€., aS is explained by the con- 
text, he referred all doubtful 
points to universal conceptions, 
in order to settle them by 
means of these; iv. 5, 12: 
tpn 8t wal rd SiaréyecOai dyo- 
pacbiva: éx tov cuvdyras Kown 
BovaeverOa, Biaréyovras Kara 
yévn Ta xpdyiara, dety oby wes- 
pacOa: re udAiora xpds roiro 
éaurby Eromov /wapackeud (ew. 
Comp. i. 1, 16, and the many 
instances in the Memorabilia. 
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simple as it may appear, an entire change was de- 
manded in the intellectual procedure.! The ordinary 
way is to take things as being what they appear to 
the senses to be; or if contradictory experiences for- 
bid doing s0, to cling to those appearances which make 
the strongest impression on the observer, declaring 
these to be the essence, and thence proceeding to 
further conclusions. Hitherto this was exactly what 
philosophers had done. Even those who attacked the 
senses as untrustworthy had invariably started from 
one-sided observations, without being conscious of 
the necessity of grounding every judgment on an 


Aristotle (Met. xiii. 4, 1078, b, 
17, 27): Xexpdrovs Be wep) ras 
HOucds dperas mpayparevopévou ral 
wept rotrwy dpl(erOa: nabddov 
(yrovvros apwrov ... . éxeivos 
ebAdyws eChre rd rl éorw... 

3b0 ydp édorw & tis dy adwodoln 
Swxpdre: dicalws, robs 7’ éwaxti- 
wovs Adyous wal rd dpilerba: 
xaférAov. Both are, however, at 
bottom the same. The Adyoi 
éwaxrixol are only the means 
for finding universal concep- 
tions, and therefore Aristotle 
elsewhere (Met. i. 6, 987, b, 1; 
xiii. 9, 1086, b, 3; De Part. 
Anim., i. 1, 642, a, 28) justly 
observes that the seeking for 
universal conceptions or for the 
essence of things is the real 
service rendered to philosophy 
by Socrates. Accordingly, in 
the dialogues which Xenophon 
has preserved, we always see 
him making straight for the 
general conception, the rf éoriy, 
Even in Plato’s Apology, 22, B., 
he describes his sifting of men 
9B Steperrgy ri Adyoier, that is to 


say, he asks for the conception 
of the deeds of the practical 
man, or of the poetry of the 
poet. Conf. Meno, 70, A.: 
Phedr. 262, B.; 265, D. It 
can, however, hardly be proved 
from Plato that Socrates really 
distinguished émorhpn from 
8éfa, as Brandis (Gr.-Rém. 
Phil. ii, a, 36; Gesch. d. Entw. 
i. 235) would have it; for we 
cannot decide whether passages 
like Meno, 98, B. represent the 
view of Socrates or that of 
Plato. Antisthenes, too, who, 
according to Diogenes, vi. 17, 
wrote a treatise wep) 8é%ys xa) 
émiorhuns, may owe this dis- 
tinction to the Eleatics. It 
can hardly be found in Xen. 
Mem. iv. 2, 33. In point of 
substance, no doubt the dis- 
tinction was implied in the 
whole conduct of Socrates, and 


in passages such as Xen, Mem. 


iv. 6,1; Plato, Apol. 21, B. 

1 Conf. what has been said 
above, p. 39, and in Gesch. d. 
Phil. i. 860. 
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exhaustive enquiry into its subject. By means of 
sophistry this dogmatism had been overthrown. It 
was felt that all impressions derived from the senses 
were relative and personal, that they do not represent 
things as they are, but as they appear; and, that, 
consequently, whatever we may assert, the opposite 
may be asserted with equal justice. For, if for one 
person at this moment thzs is true, for another pereon 
at another moment that is true. 

Similar sentiments are expressed by Socrates 
relative to the value of common opinions. He is 
aware that they cannot furnish us with knowledge, 
but only involve us in contradictions{ But he does 
not hence draw the inference of the Sophists, that no- 
knowledge is possible, but only that itis not possible: 
in that way. The majority of mankind have no true 
knowledge, because they confine themselves to suppo- 
sitions, the accuracy of which they have never 
examined; only taking into consideration one or 
another property of things, but not their essence. 
Amend this fault; consider every object in all its 
bearings, and endeavour from this many-sided ob- 
servation to determine the true essence; vou have 
then conceptions instead of vague notions—a regular 
examination, instead of an unmethodical and un- 
conscious procedure—a true, instead of an imaginary 
knowledge. In thus requiring knowledge of concep- 
tions, Socrates not only broke away from the current 
view, but, generally speaking, from all previous 
philosophy. A thorough observation from every side, 
a critical examination, a methodical enquiry conscious 
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of its own basis, was demanded ; all that had hitherto 
been regarded as knowledge was rejected, because it 
fell short of these conditions; and at the same time 
the conviction was expressed that, by observing these 
rules, real knowledge could be secured. 

For Socrates this principle had not only an in- 
tellectual, but a more immediate moral value. It is 
in fact one of the most striking things about him 
that he is unable to distinguish between morality 
and knowledge, and can neither imagine knowledge 
without virtue, nor virtue without knowledge.' In 
this respect also he is the child of his age, his great- 
ness consisting herein, that with great penetration 
and spirit he gave effect to its requirements and its 
legitimate endeavours. Advancing civilisation having 
created the demand for a higher education amongst 
the Greeks, and the course of intellectual develop- 
ment having diverted attention from the study of 
nature and fixed it on that of mind, a closer con- 
nection became necessary between philosophy and 
conduct. Only in man could philosophy find its 
highest object; only in philosophy could the support 
be found which was needed for life. The Sophists 
had endeavoured to meet this requirement with 
great skill and vigour; hence their extraordinary 
success. Nevertheless, their moral philosophy was 
too deficient in tenable ground; by doubting it 
had loosened its intellectual roots only too effectually ; 
hence it degenerated with terrific speed, entering the 


1 Particular proof of this will be given subsequently. 
I 
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service of every wicked and selfish impulse. Instead 
of moral life being raised by the influence of philo~ 
sophy, both conduct and a had taken the 
same. downward course. 

This sad state of things Socrates thoroughly 
understood. Whilst, however, his contemporaries, 
either blind with admiration for the Sophistic teach- 
ing, were insensible to its dangers, or else through 
dread of these, and with a singular indifference to the 
wants of the times and the march of history, de- 
nounced the innovators in the tone of Aristophanes, 
he with keener penetration could distinguish between 
what was right and what was wrong in the spirit of 
the age. The insufficiency of the older culture, the 
want of basis in ordinary virtue, the obscurity of the 
prevailing notions so full of contradictions, the ne- 
cessity for intellectual education, all were felt and 
taught by him as much as by anyone of the Sophists. 
But to this teaching he set other and higher ends, 
not seeking to destroy belief in truth, but rather to 
show how truth might be acquired by a new intel- 
lectual process. His aim was not to minister to the 
selfishness of the age, but rather to rescue the age 
from selfishness and sloth, by teaching it what was 
truly good and useful; not to undermine morality 
and piety, but to build them on a new foundation of 
knowledge. Thus Socrates was at once a moral and 
an intellectual reformer. His one great thought was 
how to transform and restore moral conduct by means 
of knowledge ; and these two elements were so closely 
associated together in his mind, that he could find 


® 
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no other object for knowledge save human conduct, 
and no guarantee for conduct save in knowledge. 
How great the services were which he rendered to both 


morality and science by this effort, how wholesome | 


was the influence which he exercised on the intellec- 
tual condition of his people and of mankind generally, 
history attests. If in the sequel, the difference between 
morality and intellect was recognised quite as fully 
as their unity, yet the tie by which he connected 
them has never been broken; and if in the last 
centuries of the old world, philosophy took the place 
of the waning religion, giving a stay to morality, 
purifying and quickening the moral consciousness, 


‘ To revert to the question 
m oted above, as to whether 
he primarily regarded know- 
ledge as a means to moral 
action, or moral action as a 
result of knowledge, so much 
may be said: that his pecu- 
liarity consisted herein that 
for him this dilemma did 
not exist, that for him know- 
ledge as such was at once a 
moral need and a moral force, 
and that therefore virtue, as we 
shall find, was neither a simple 
consequence of knowledge, nor 
an end to be attained by means 
of knowledge, but was directly 
and in itself knowledge. If, 
therefore, Labriola (Dottrina 
di Socrate, 40) describes the 
only inner motive of Socrates’ 
action as ‘the moral need of 
certainty, and the conviction 
that this is only attainable by 
a clear and indubitably certain 
knowledge,’ his statement may 
be accepted as true. On the 


other hand, Ribbing’s (Socrat. 
Studien, i. 46) view does not 
seem to carry conviction, 
that, according to both Plato 
and Xenophon, Socrates took 
in the first place a practical 
view of life, and that ‘the the- 
ory of knowledge was only 
developed by him for the sake 
of a practical purpose.’ We 
have already seen that, accor- 
ding to Socrates, true know- 
ledge coincides with right in- 
tention. But, for the reasons 
set forth on p. 105, we cannot 
allow that knowledge with him 
has no independent value, and 
is only pursued as a means to 
@ practical purpose ; which must 
be the view of Ribbing, in as 
far as he contradicts the one 
given above. Nor do the pas- 
sages quoted by Ribbing (Plato, 
Apol. 22, D.; 28, D.; 29, E.; 
31, A.; 38, A.) suggest this 
view. 
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this great and beneficial result, in as far as it can be 


. assigned to any one individual, was due to the teach 


ing of Socrates. 

The interest of philosophy being thus turned 
away from the outer world and directed towards man 
and his moral nature, and man only regarding things 
as true and binding of the truth of which he has 
convinced himself by intellectual research, there 
appears necessarily in Socrates a deeper importance 
attached to the personality of the thinker. In 
this modern writers have thought to discern the 
peculiar character of his philosophy.'! Very different, 
however, is the personal importance of the thinker 
with Socrates from the caprice of the Sophists, dif- 
ferent too from the extreme individualism of the 
post-Aristotelian schools. Svucrates was aware, that 
each individual must seek the grounds of his own 
conviction for himself, that truth is not something 
given from without, but must be found by the exer. 
cise of individual thought. He required all opinions 
to be examined anew, no matter how old or how 
common they were, proofs only and not authorities 
claiming belief. Still, he was far from making man, 
as Protagoras did, the measure of all things. He 
did not even as the Stoics and Epicureans declare 
personal conviction and practical need to be the 
ultimate standard of truth, nor yet as the Sceptics, 
resolve all truth into probability ; but to him know- 
ledge was an end in itself; so too he was persuaded 


1 Hegel, Gesch. d. Phil. ii. 40; Rétscher, Aristoph., pp. 245, 388. 
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that true knowledge could be obtained by a thought- 
ful consideration of things. Moreover he saw in man 
the proper object of philosophy, but instead of making 
of personal caprice a law, as the Sophists did, he 
subordinated caprice to the general law residing in the 
nature of things and of moral relations.! Instead 
too of making, with later philosophers, the self-con- 
tentment of the wise man his highest end, he con- 
fined himself to the point of view of old Greek 
_ morality, which could not conceive of the individual 
apart from the community,? and which accordingly 
regarded activity for the state as the first duty ofa 
citizen,® and the law of the state as the natural rule 
of conduct. Hence the Stoic apathy and indifference 
to country were entirely alien from Socrates. If it 
ean be truly said ‘that in him commences an un- 
bounded reference to the person, to the freedom of 
the inner life,’ > it must also be added that this state~ 
ment by no means exhausts the theory of Socrates. 
Thus the disputes as to whether the Socratic doctrine 
rests on a purely personal or a really independent 
basis ® will have to be settled, by allowing indeed that, 
compared with former systems, his teaching exhibits 


« ' Proofs may be found Xen. 
Mem. ii. 2; ii. 6, 1-7; iii. 8, 
1-3; iv. 4, 20. 
- % Compare the conversation 
with Aristippus, Xen. Mem. ii. 
1,13; and Plato’s Crito, 53, A. 
* It has been already seen 
that Socrates placed his own 
activity under this point of 
view. See pp. 65, 68 ; Xen. Mem. 
i. 6, 15; Plato, Apol. 30, A. 
4 Mem. iv. 4, 12, and 3, 15, 


with which the previous re- 
marks respecting the peculiar 
conduct of the sage may be 
compared. 

> Hegel, \.c. 

* Compare the views of Hat- 
scher, 1. c., and Brandis for the 
opposite view. ‘Ueber die 
vorgebliche Subjektivitat der 
Sokrat. Lehre,’ in Khein. Mus, 
ii. 1, 85. 
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a deeper importance attaching to the personality of 
the thinker, without, however, by any means belonging 
to those which are purely relative. It aims at gaining 
a knowledge which shall do more than satisfy a per- 
sonal want, and which shall be true and desirable for 
more than the thinker; but the ground on which it 
Is sought is the personal thought ! of the individual. 
This theory is indeed not further expanded by 
Socrates. He has established the principle, that only 
the knowledge which has to do with conceptions is 
true knowledge. To the further inference that only the 
being of conceptions is true being,’ and that there- 
fore only conceptions are true, and to a systematic 
exposition of conceptions true in themselves — so 
far he never advanced. Knowledge is here something 
sought, a problem to be solved by the thinker; philo- 
sophy is philosophic impulse, and philosophic method, 
a seeking for truth, not yet a possessing it; and this 
deficiency countenances the view that the platform 


1 Hegel says. nothing very 
different, when in distinguish- 
ing (Gesch. d. Phil. ii. 40, 166) 
Socrates from the Sophists he 
says: ‘in Socrates the creation 
of thought is at once clad with 
an independent existence of its 
own,’ and what is purely per- 
sonal is ‘externalised and made 
universal by him as the good.’ 
Socrates is said to have substi- 
tuted ‘thinking man is the 
measure of all things,’ in place 
of the Sophistic doctrine ‘man 
is the measure of all things.’ 
In a word, his leading thought 
is not tne individual as he 
knows himself experimentally, 


but the universal element 
which is found running through 
all individuals. With this view 
agree also Rotscher, 1. c. p. 246, 
392, and Hermann, Gesch. und 
Syst. des Plat. i. 239. 

2 The objections of Alberti, 
Sokr. 94, to the above vanish 
if the word ‘only’ is properly 
emphasised. He only asserts 
what is already--well known, 
that Socrates did not develope 
his theory of conceptions to the 
theory of ideas, nor contrast 
the universal thought in the 
conception, as being the only 
thing truly real with individual 
things. 
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of Socrates was that of a narrow reference to the 
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person. Still it should never be forgotten, that the eet 


aim of Socrates was always to discover and set forth 
that which is in itself true and good. Mankind is to be 
- intellectually and morally educated, but the one and 
only means thereto is to attain a knowledge of truth. 

The primary aim of Socrates being to train men 
to think, rather than to construct a system, the main 
point with him was a philosophic method to deter- 
mine the way which would lead to truth. The sub- 
stance of his teaching thus appears to have been 
partly confined to questions having an immediate 
bearing on human conduct; partly it does not go 
beyond the general and theoretical demand, that all 
action should be determined by a knowledge of con- 
ceptions. There is no systematic development of 
individual points of morality and no attempt to give 
a reason for them. 
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CHAPTER VI 


THE PHILOSOPHICAL METHOD OF SOCRATES. 


THE peculiarity of the method pursued by Socrates 
consists, generally speaking, in deducing conceptions 
from the common opinions of men. Beyond the 
formation of conceptions, however, and the intellec- 
tual exercise of individuals his method did not go; 
nor is there any systematic treatment of the concep- 
tions gained. The theory of a knowledge of concep- 
tions appearing here as a claim, the consciousness 
of its necessity must be presupposed as existing, and 
an insight into the essence of things be sought. At 
the same time, thought does not advance further 
than this seeking. It has not the power to develope 
to a system of absolute knowledge, nor has it a 
method sufficiently matured to form a system. For 
the same reason, the process of induction is not 
reduced within clearly defined rules. All that 
Socrates has clearly expressed is the general postu- 
late, that every thing must be reduced to its concep- 
tion. Further details as to the mode and manner of 
this reduction and its strict logical forms, were not 
yet worked out by him into a science, but were 
applied by him practically by dint of individual skill. 
The only thing about him at all resembling a logical 


KNOWLEDGE OF SELF. 


rule, the maxim that the process of critical enquiry 
must always confine itself to what is universally 
admitted,' sounds far too indefinite to invalidate our 
assertion. 

This process involves three particular steps. The 
first is the Socratic knowledge of self. Holding as he 
did that only the knowledge of conceptions constitutes 
true knowledge, Socrates was fain to look at all. sup- 
posed knowledge, asking whether it agreed with his 
idea of knowledge, or not. Nothing appeared to him 
more perverse, nothing more obstructive to true 
knowledge from the very outset, than the belief that 
you know what you do not know.? Nothing is so 
necessary as self-examination, to show what we really 
know and what we only think we know.’ Nothing, 
too, is more indispensable for practical relations 


1 Mem. iv. 6, 15: déwére 8 
abrés tt TE Ady Sietlor, did rev 
Ta, duoroyoupdvwy éxopevero, 
vyopl(wy tavtay Thy aopdAcay elvat 
Adéyov. 

2 Xen. Mem. iii. 9, 6: pavtay 
7€ why evayrloy pev Epn elvat co- 
gig, od pévro: ye Thy dvemiornyo- 
otyny paviay éevéurcer. 7d 8e 
Gyvoeiy éauvrdy xal & uh olde 
Sotd(ew re xal ofec0a: yryvdoxery, 
déyyurdrw pavilas édoyi¢ero elvas. 
Generally speaking, those are 
called mad who are mistaken 
about what iscommonly known, 
not those who are mistaken 
about things of which most men 
are ignorant. Also Plato, Apol. 
29, B.: wal rovro xas obk &uabla 
dorly abrn 4 éxovelBicros, Tov 
ofecOa: elddvas & vi older ; 

7 In this sense Socrates, 


speaking in Plate, Apol. 21, B., 
says that according to the 
oracle he had interrogated all 
with whom he was brought 
into contact, to discover whe- 
ther they had any kind of know- 
ledge ; and that in all cases he 
had found along with some kind 
of knowledge an ignorance, 
which he would not take in ex- 
change for any kind of know- 
ledge—an opinion that they 
knew what they did not know. 
On the other hand, he considered 
it to be his vocation, g:Aocopoty- 
va (nv kal éerd{ovra euavroy Kal 
rovs %AAovs (28, E.); and he 
says elsewhere (38, A.) that 
there could be no higher good, 
than to converse every day as 
he did: 6 8 dvetéracros Blos ob 
Biwrds dv0pdry. 
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than to become acquainted with the state of our inner 
self, with the extent of our knowledge and capacities, 
with our defects and requirements.’ One result of 
this self-examination being the discovery that the 
actual knowledge of the philosopher does not corre- 
spond with his idea of knowledge, there follows 
further that consciousness of knowing nothing, which 
Socrates declared to be his only‘ knowledge. For any 
other knowledge he denied possessing,? and therefore 
refused to be the teacher of his friends,’ only wishing, 


1 Xenophon, Mem. iv. 2, 24, 
enquiring into the Delphic 
yv@0: ceaurdéy, says that self- 
knowledge is attended with 
the greatest advantages, want 
of it with the greatest disad- 
vantages: of pevy yap eiddres 
éavrots td re énithdera éavrots 
Yoaot wal S:aysyvadonovow & re 
Sivarra: wal & ph kat & pey 
éxlaravra: mpdtrovres (self- 
examination always refers in 
the first place to knowledge, 
because with knowledge right 
action is given) wopi¢ovral re 
&y déovra: nal ef xapdrrovow,. 
See also Platv, Phsedrus, 229, 
E.; he had not time to give 
to the explanation of myths of 
which others were so fond, not 
being even able to know him- 
self according to the Delphic 
oracle; Symp. 216, A.; when 
Alcibiades complains: 4avay- 
xd€e: ydép we dpuodoyeiy, 8rt woA- 
Aod évdehs Sv ards ert euav- 
Tov pey Gedo, Ta & AOnvalwy 
apdttw, 

2 Plato, Apol. 21, B.: éya 
yap dh otre péya obre cucpdy 
ciyotda euavtg copts &y.—21, 
D.: tobrovu pty Tod avOpémou eya 
copmrepds eins’ civSuveder perv yap 


hay ovdérepos obdty KaAdy Kad-yo- 
Ody eidéva:, GAA’ obros pty oferal 
a1 eidévas od cidas, eyw 5t Sowep 
oby ov« ol8a, ovdt ofopno1.—23, B. : 
ovros dpe, & &vOpwro, copdérards 
éoriv, Sorts, doxep Swkparns, 
Eyveoxey, Sri oddevds Kids dort TH 
dAnbela mpbs coplav. ‘And a 
little before : 1d 5¢ rivduvede, d. 
&vSpes °AOnvaion, Te SvTe 5 Oeds 
gopos eivat, nal &y re xpnoue 
TovTp TotTo Aéyew, bri 7 GvOpw- 
aiyvm codla dAlyou trwds dtla 
éor) «al obdSevds.—Symp. 216,. 
D.: d&yvoet xdyra. nal oddey older, 
@s 7d oxiya abrov.—Thestet. 
150, C.; &yovds cius cvodias, Kat 
Sxep Hn wordAol por wyeliioay, GS 
Tous wey AAous épwrd, abros 5k 
obdey droxplvouas wept ovderds 5d 
Td pndty Exe copdy, dAnOes dver- 
SiCovor +d 68 alriov todrou réde° 
pasetveoOal pe 5 Ceds dvaynd Ce, 
yevygy 5é€ a&rexdAvcey, Comp. 
Rep. i. 337, E.; Men. 98, B.° 
That this trait in Plato has: 
been taken from the Socrates — 
of history, may be gathered: 
from the Platonic dialogues, in: 
which his teacher is by no 
means represented as so igno-' 
rant. : 
8 See above, p. 67. - 
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in common with them, to learn and enquire.’ This 
confession of his ignorance was certainly far from 
being a sceptical denial of knowledge,? with which 


the whole philosophic career of Socrates would be . 


irreconcilable, On the contrary, it contains a simple 
avowal as to his own personal state, and collaterally 
as to the state of those whose knowledge he had had 
the opportunity of testing. Nor again must it be 
regarded as mere irony or exaggerated modesty.‘ 
Socrates really knew nothing, or to express it other- 
wise, he had no developed theory, and no positive 
dogmatic principles. The demand for a knowledge 
of conceptions having once dawned upon him in all 
its fulness, he missed the marks of true knowledge in 
all that hitherto passed for wisdom and knowledge. 
Being, however, also the first to make this demand, 
he had as yet attained no definite content for know- 
ledge. The idea of knowledge was to him an 
unfathomable problem, in the face of which he could 
not but be conscious of his ignorance.® And in so far 
a certain affinity between his view and the sophistic 


the limited character of human 
knowledge being asserted in 
comparison with the divine. 


1 wow BovreterOa, xows ond- 
wrecOa, Kowt (nrev, oulnreiy, 
&c. Xen., Mem. iv. 5, 12; 6, 


1; Plato, Thext. 151, E. ; Prot. 

330, B.; Gorg. 505. E.; Crat. 
384, B.; Meno, 89 E. 

‘ 2? Asthe New Academicians 

would have it, Cic. Acad. i. 12, 

44; ii, 23, 74. 

* The already quoted lan- 
guage of the Apology, 23, A., 
does not contradict this; the 
possibility of knowledge not 
being there denied, but only 


‘ \ 


‘ As Grote remarks (Plato, 1. ; 


270, 323), referring to <Avist. 
Soph. El. 34, 183, b, 7: éwe 
Kal Sia rovro Swxpdrns hpdéra, 
GAN’ ob arexplyero: Gpordyet yap 
otx eidéva, Conf. Plato, Rep. 
337. 

5 Compare Hegel, Gesch. d. 
Phil. ii. 54; Hermann, Plato, 
326, 
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scepticism may be observed. Im as far as it denied 
the possibility of all knowledge, Socrates opposed this 
scepticism, whilst agreeing with it in as far as it re- 
ferred to previous philosophy. Natural philosophers, 
he believed, transcended in their enquiries the limits 
of human knowledge. A clear proof of this fact is 
that they are at variance with one another respecting 
the most important questions. Some hold being to 
be one, others make of it a boundless variety; some 
teach that everything, others that nothing, is subject 
to motion; some that all things, others that nothing 
comes into being or perishes.! Just as the Sophists 
destroyed the conflicting statements of the natural 
philosophers by means of each other, so Socrates 
infers from the contest of systems, that no one of 
them is in possession of the truth. Their great dif- 
ference consists herein, the Sophists making Not- 
knowing into a principle, and considering the highest 
wisdom to consist in doubting everything; Socrates 
adhering to his demand for knowledge, clinging to the 
belief in its possibility, consequently regarding igno-- 
rance ab the greatest evil. 

Such being the importance of the Socratic Not- 
knowing, it involves in itself a demand for enlighten- 


' ment; the knowledge of ignorance leads to a search 


1 Xen. Mem. i. 1, 18, says 
that Socrates did not busy 
himself with questions of 
natural science, but on the 
cont he held those who 
did to be foolish; é@adpuace 3” 
ei wh pavepdy abrois éori, 87: 
taira ov Suvardy éotw dvOpd- 


wots edpeiv: ere kal rods wéyt-- 
oTov dpovovyras én) rep wepl Tov- 
Twy Adyew ob ravrda dotdCey 
dAAHAO, GAAA Tors patvouévors 
dpolws Siaxeioba: wpds &AAHAOus" 
then follows what is quoted in 
the text. 


SEARCH FOR TRUE KNOWLEDGE. 


for true knowledge. The consciousness of our own 
Not-knowing continuing, and the philosopher having 
an idea of knowledge without: finding it realised in 
himself, the search for knowledge naturally assumes 
the form of an application to others, with a view of 
ascertaining whether the knowledge wanting at home 
is to be found with them.' Hence the necessity of 
enquiry in common by means of the dialogue. For 
Socrates, this mode of intercourse has not merely an 
educational value, procuring easier access and a more 
fruitful effect for his ideas, but it is to his mind 
an indispensable condition of the development of 
thought, and one from which the Socrates of history 
never departs. Speaking more accurately, its nature 
consists in a sifting of men such as it is described in 
the Apology,‘ or in a bringing to the birth, as it is 
called in the Thesetetus ;° in other words, the philo- 
sopher by his questions obliges others to unfold their 
inner self before him:® he asks after their rea} 


1 The connection is very ap- 
parent in the Apol. 21, B., if 
only the inner thought of the 
philosophy of Socrates is put 
in the place of the oracular 
response. 

* Compare p. 123, 2. 

* Compare, besides the Me- 
morabilia, Plato, Apol. 24, C.; 
Protag. 335, B., 336, B. Thezet. 
1S; 

4 Similarly Xen. Mem. iv. 
7,1: wdyrav pty yap dv eye olda 
pddtuora Eperey abro eiddva:, Srov 
vis émorhuov en tev cuvévray 
aitg. Xenophon only took it 
to prove 81s abrdpxes év rais 


npoonkovous xpatecw abrods elvar 
éxeyeAciro: and the . enquiry 
into human nature has this 
meaning in Mem. iii. 6; iv. 2; 
but clearly this is not its origi- 
nal object. 

5 See p. 149; 122, 2. 

¢ Plato, Lach. 187, E; he 
who enters into conversation 
with Socrates pu} waterOa: drd 
Tovrov mepiaysuevoy TH Adyy, 
aply dy duarton eis 7d d:5dvax wept 
abrov Adyor, Syria rpdéxov vir re 
(7, nor is there any escape 
from the most thorough Ba- 
caviler@as, 
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opinions, after the reasons of their beliefs and actions, 
and in this-way attempts by an interrogatory analysis 
of their notions to bring out the thought latent 
therein, of which they are themselves unconscious.! 
In as far as this process presupposes that the know- 
ledge which the questioner lacks may be found in 
others, it resembles an impulse to supplement one’s 
own defects by their help. This intercourse with 
others is, for a philosopher with whom knowing coin- 
cides with purposing, not only an intellectual butalso — 
a moral and personal need. To enquire in common 
is at once to live in common. Love of knowledge is 
at once impulse to friendship, and in the blending 
together of these two sides consists the peculiarity of 
the Socratic Eros.? 

In as far as others do not possess the knowledge 
sought for, and the questions of Socrates only serve to 
expose their ignorance, the process bears also the 
character of irony. Irony, however, must not be 
understood to be merely a conversational trick ;* still 


spiritual and the disadvantages 
of a sensual love are unfolded, 


1 It is assumed as a matter 
of course, that every one can 


give an account of what he 
knows and is, Plato, 1. c. 190, C. ; 
Charm. 158, E. 

2 See above, p. 75. Besides 
Brandis ii. a, 64, reminds us 
with justice that treatises on 
%pws are mentioned not only by 
Plato and Xenophon, but also 
by Euclid, Crito, Simmias, and 
Antisthenes, which shows the 
importance of it for the So- 
cratic schools. The chief pas- 
sage is in Xenophon, Symp. c. 


8, where the advantages of a. 


apparently (as acareful survey 
of the Platonic Symposion will 
show) by Xenophon, speaking 
for himself, but) undoubtedly 
following in the train of So- 
crates. Even ischines and 
Cebes had treated of %pws in 
the Socratic sense. See Pilut. 
Puer. Ed. c. 15, p. 11, and the 
fragment of Aéschines in Aris- 
tid. Or. xlv. p. 34. 

8 Hegel, Gesch. d. Phil. ii. 
53, 57; Conf. Arist. Eth. iv. 
13; 1127, b, 22. 
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less is it that derisive condescension or affected sim- 
plicity, which as it were lures others on to the ice in 
order to laugh at their falls; or that, absolute refer- 
ence to the person and destruction of all general 
truth, which for a time bore this name in the 
romantic school. Its proper nature consists rather 
herein, that without any positive knowledge, and 
prompted only by a desire for knowledge, Socrates 
addresses himself to others, in the hope of learning 
from them what they know, but that in the attempt 
to discover it, upon a critical analysis of their no- 
tions, even! their supposed knowledge vanishes. This 


1 Plato at least gives this 
deeper meaning to the irony of 
Socrates. See Rep. i. 337, A.: 
airy éxelyvn 7 clwOvia elpwvela 
Swxpdrovs, nal Trait’ ey Jn re 
wal rovrois mpotaeyov, bri cb 
dwoxplvawGa: pty ox eerhoots, 
elpwrevoow St Kal xdyra paArAov 
xohouis ) &xoxptyvoo & tls ri ce 
épwra. And again, 337, E.: 
va Zwxpdrns 1d elwOds S:anpdt- 
ara, a’ros wey ph dwonplynras, 
BArov 8 &woxpivouévoy AauBdyy 
Adyor wal €Aéyxn to which So- 
crates replies: més yap ay... 
vis dwoxplyasro xp@roy pey ph eldas 
unde odoxay eidévar, &c. Symp. 
216, E.: elpwvevduevos 52 Kah 
aal(wr wdvra tov Bloy wpds robs 
avOpiwous SiareAet, which, as 
the context shows, refers partly 
to the fact that Socrates pre- 
tended to be in love, without 
being so in the Greek sense of 
the term, and partly to the 
words &ayvod advra xa) obdty 
olgev, The same, omitting the 
word elpwyela, is said in the 
passage of the Thetetus al- 


ready mentioned, and in the 
Meno, 80, A. : od8ev BAA Ff abrés 
Té€ d&wopeis Kal ros KAAoUS woters 
&mopeivy, and also in the Apol. 
23. E., in which, after the 
Socratic sifting of others has 
been described, it goes on to 
say: éx ravrnot 5) ris ekerdoews 
wodAo) wey dréx Geral po yeydvact 
. . « Bvoua St rodTo . . . copds 
elya:. oforra: ydp pe exdorrore of 
xapéyres tauta abroy elva: copoy 
& dy BAAoy ekeAdyiw. Likewise 
Xenophon, Mem. iv. 4,10: &n 
tev bANwy KarayéAgs, epwrav 
pev wai dAdyyxwrv xdyras, abrds 5e 
ovdev) O€rAwy iwéxew Adyov obdt 
yduny &ropalverOa: rep odderds. 
Ibid. 11. Conf. i. 2, 36: &ard 
To. ab ye, @ dhKpares, elwOas 
elSus mas Exe: Ta TACioTA épwray. 
Hence @Quintilian, ix. 2, 46, 
observes that the whole life of 
Socrates seemed an irony, be- 
cause he always played the 
part of an admirer of the 
wisdom of others. Connected 
with this is the use which 
Socrates made of irony as a 
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irony is, therefore, speaking generally, the dialectical 
or the critical factor in the Socratic method, assum- 
ing the peculiar form it here does owing to the presup- 
posed ignorance of him who uses it for his instrument. 

Doubtless, however conscious Socrates. might be of 
possessing no real knowledge, he must at least have 
believed that he possessed the notion and the method 
of true knowledge. Without this conviction he 
would neither have been able to confess his own igno- 
rance, nor to expose that of others, both being only 
rendered possible by comparing the knowledge he 
found with the idea of knowledge residing within 
himself. The fact that this idea was no where to be 
found realised was in itself a challenge to him to set 
about realising it; and hence resulted as the third point. 
in his philosophic course the attempt to create real 
knowledge. For real knowledge he could only allow 
that to pass which emanated from the conception of 
a thing, hence the first step here is the formation of 
conceptions or induction.'! For even if Socrates does 
not always make for formal definitions, he at least 
always seeks sonie universal quality applicable to the 
conception and to the essence of the object, in order 
to settle the question under notice by referring the 
particular case to this universal quality.2 The class~ 


figure of speech. - Conf. Plut. the word also ZLeop. Schmidt 
Gorg. 489, E.; Symp. 218, D.: in Ind. Lection, Marburg, 1873. 
Xen. Mem. iv. 2. Only its 1 Compare the remarks of 
nreaning must not be limited Avistotle already mentioned, 
to this. Compare also Her- p. 110, 2. : 

mann, Plat. 242, 326, and par- 2 éxl thy swéOeow eravizye 
ticularly Schleiermacher,Gesch. wdvra roy Adyov, See p. 110, 2. 
d. Phil. 83, and for the use of 
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quality is therefore to him of the greatest import- 
ance. . 

The starting point for this induction is supplied 
by the commonest notions. He begins with examples 
taken from daily life, with well-known and generally 
admitted truths, On every disputed point he goes 
back to such instances, and hopes in this way to 
attain a universal agreement.! All previous science 
being doubtful, nothing remains but to begin anew 
' with the simplest experiences. On the other hand, 
induction has not as yet so far advanced as to mean the 
deriving conceptions from an exhaustive and critically 
tested series of observations. This is a later require- 
ment due partly to Aristotle, and partly to more 


modern philosophy. The wider basis of a compre- 


hensive knowledge of facts being as yet wanting, nay, 
even being despised, and Socrates being in the 
habit of expanding his thoughts in personal conversa- 
tion with distinct reference to the case before him 
and to the capacity and needs of his fellow-speakers, 
he is confined to the assumptions which the circum- 
stances and his own limited experience supply; he 
must take isolated notions and admissions as his 
point of departure, and can only go as far as others 
can follow. Hence in most cases he relies more on par- 
ticular instances than on an exhaustive analysis of 


1 Compare what has _ been 
quoted, pp. 80, 2; 121, 1, and 
the whole of the Memorabilia. 
Plato, too, gives instances of 
this procedure. See Xen. (Ec. 
19, 15:  epérnors d8acnarla 
deriv. . . kyav ydp pe 80 Gy dyn 


éxicrauat, Snowe robros éwidencvis 
& obn évdusCoy exicracba, dvarel- 
Ges, olua: &s nal ratra éxlorapat. 
As to the principle that from 
the less you proceed to an un- 
derstanding of the more im- 
portant, see Plato, Gorg. 947, C. 


VCHAP, 


SOCRATES. 


experience.! This chance element in his principles 
he, however, endeavours to eliminate by collecting 
opposite instances, so as to correct and supplement 
varying experiences by one another. The question, 
for instance, before him being the conception of in- 
justice: He is unjust, says Euthydemus, who lies, 
deceives, robs, and such like. Yet, rejoins Socrates, 
it is' right to lie, to deceive, and to rob an enemy. 
Accordingly the conception must be more accurately 

defined thus: He is unjust who does such things © 
to his friends. Even such action is, however, per- 
mitted under circumstances. A general is not unjust 
when he encourages his army by a lie, nor a father 
who gives his son medicine by deception, nor a friend 
who robs his friend of the weapon with which he 
would have committed suicide. We must, there- 
fore, introduce a further limitation. Unjust is he 
who deceives or robs his friends in order to do them 
harm.? Or the conception of a ruler has to be dis- 
covered. General opinion regards a ruler as one who 
has the power to give orders. But this power, 
Socrates shows, is conceded only to the steersman on 
board ship, only to the physician in case of sick~ 
ness, and in every other case only to those conversant 
with the special subject. Only he, therefore, is a 
ruler who possesses the knowledge necessary for 
ruling.® Or it must be determined what belongs to 
a good suit of armour. The smith says, it must be 


1 As for example inthe com-_ . ? Mem. iv. 2, 11. 
parison of the politician with * Zbid, iii. 9, 10. 
the physician, pilot, &c. 
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of a proper size. But suppose the man intending to 
wear it is deformed. Why then, the answer is, it 
must be of the proper size for his deformity. It 
therefore has the proper size when it fits. But now, 
supposing a man wishes to move, must the armour 
fit exactly ? Not so, or he would be hampered in 
his movements. We must, therefore, understand by 
fitting what. is comfortable for use.’ In a similar 
way we see Socrates analysing thoroughly the com- 
mon notions of his friends. He reminds them of the 
various sides to every question; he brings out the 
opposition which every notion contains either within 
itself or in relation /to some other: and he aims at 
correcting, by Pr Sie observations, assumptions 
resting on a one-sided experience, at completing 
them, and giving to them amore careful definition. 
By this process you arrive at what belongs to the 
essence of every object, and what does not; thus con- 
ceptions are formed from notions. 

For the purpose of proof, too, the class-qualities 
of conceptions are also the most important things. 
In‘ order to investigate the correctness of a quality 
or the necessity of a course of action, Socrates falls 
back on the conception of the thing to which it 
refers ;? and therefrom deduces what applies to the 
given case.2 As in seeking conceptions he always 


1 Mem. iii. 10, 9. 

2 1. oc. iv. 6, B. 

* For instance, in order to 
reprove Lamprocles for his con- 
duct to Xanthippe, he first 
(Mem. ii. 1) lets him give a 
definition of ingratitude, and 


K 2 


then shows that his conduct 
falls under this conception; in 
order to- put his duties before 
® commander of cavalry, he 
begins (Mem. iii, 3, 2) by 
stating what is his employment, 
and enumerating -its different 
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progresses from what is known and universally ad- 
mitted,' so, too, he does here. Hence his method of 
proof takes the most varied turns,’ according as it 
starts from one or another point of departure. He 
allows a general principle to be taken for granted, 
and includes under it the particular case ;* he refutes 
foreign assertions by bringing home to them contra- 
dictions with themselves or with other undoubted 
assumptions or facts;* he builds up the premisses 
from which he deduces his conclusions by means of 
induction, or concludes straight off by an apparent 
analogy.” A theory of this method of proof he has 
not given, nor distinguished the various kinds of 
proof. The essential point about it is only this, that 
everything is measured and decided by conceptions.: 
To find the turns by which this end is reached is » 
a matter of personal critical dexterity. Aristotle, 
therefore, in making the chief merit of Socrates from 
this side consist in the formation of conceptions and 
in induction,® must on the whole be allowed to be 
right. 

Asking further as to the objects on which Socrates 
practised his method, we encounter in the Memora- 
bilia of Xenophon a motley array of materials—in- 
parts; in order to prove the ' See above, pp. 131; 121, 1. 
being of the Gods, he begins 7? Conf. Schwogler, Gesch. d. 
with the general principle that Griech. Phil., 2 Aufl., p. 121. 
all that serves an end must 2 As in the cases quoted on 
have an intelligent cause p. 131, 3. 

(Mem. i. 4, 4); in order to 4 For instance, Mem. i. 2, 34 
determine which of two isthe and 36; iv. 2, 31; 4, 7. 
better citizen, he first enquires 5 Mem. iv. 2, 22; iv, 4,14; 


into the peculiar features of a i. 2, 32. 
good citizen (iv, 6, 14). * See p, 110, 2, 
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vestigations into the essence of virtue, the duties of aoe 


man, the existence of Gods, disputes with Sophists, 
advice of the most varied kind given to friends and 
acquaintances, conversations with generals as to the 
responsibilities of their office, with artificers and 
tradesmen as to their arts, even with loose women as 
to their mode of life. Nothing is too small to arouse 
the curiosity of the philosophy and to call for a 
thorough and methodical examination. As Plato at 
a later time found in all things without exception 
essential conceptions, so, too, Socrates, purely in the 
interest of knowledge, even where no educational 


or other good was apparent, referred everything to 


its conception.! He looked upon the life and pur- 
suits of man as the real object of his enquiries, and 
other things only in as far as they affected the con- 
ditions and problems of human life. Hence his 
philosophy, which in point of scientific form was a 
criticism of what 7s (Ssadsxtex7}), became in its actual 
application a science of human actions (761). 


1 See p 109 
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CHAPTER VII. 


THE SUBSTANCE OF THE TEACHING OF SOCRATES: ETHICS. 


SocraTEs, says Xenophon,!' did not discourse concern- 
ing the nature of the All, like most other philosophers 
before him; he did not enquire into the essence of 


the world and the laws of natural phenomena; on 


the contrary, he declared it folly to search into such 
subjects; for it is unreasonable to quiz things divine 
before fully understanding things human ; besides, 
the conflicting opinions of natural philosophers prove 
that the object of their research transcends the capa- 
city of human knowledge. After all, these enquiries 
are of no practical use. Quite in keeping with this 
view, the Socrates of Xenophon tests even geometry 
and astronomy ? by the standard of immediate utility, 
as being the knowledge respectively requisite for 
surveying and navigation. To carry them further 
than this he considers to be a useless waste of time, 
or even impious; for man can never come upon the 
track of the mighty works of the Gods, nor do the 
Gods desire that he should attempt such knowledge. 


1 Mem. i. 1,11, Conf. p. 124, 1. 2 Ibid. iv. 7. 
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Hence in all such attempts, extravagances such as 
those of Anaxagoras are sure to come to view. 

. The accuracy of this description of Socrates has, 
however, not passed unchallenged by modern writers.? 
Granting, it is said, that Socrates really expressed 
these and similar sentiments, can they be right- 
fully so understood as though he would altogether 
deprecate speculative enquiry into nature’ Would 
not such an assertion too manifestly contradict his 
own fundamental view, the idea of the oneness of all 
knowledge ? Would it not lead, if propounded as 
Xenophon has done, to consequences manifestly un- 


reasonable? Even Plato? bears testimony fo the 


fact that Socrates did not attack natural science in 
itself, but only the ordinary treatment of it; nor can 
Xenophon himself conceal the fact that he did devote 
his attention to nature,‘ hoping by considering the 


1 Mem. iv. 7,6: SAws 3¢ ray 
obpavlov, Ff exacra 5 eds py- 
Xavarat, ppoyriorhy ylyvecOau 
awérpeney’ ofre yap edpera dy- 
Operas abta evdéusley elvas, obre 
xapl{erOa: Oeois dy iyeiro roy 
{nrovwwra & éxeivo: capnrica obk 
€Bovanenoav. Such subtleties 
only lead to absurdities, od8ty 
Frrov 9 ’Avataydpas rapeppdyno ey 
3 péywrov gpovhoas éw) rg ras 
Tay Oedy pnxavas éfryeisba — 
which is then supported by 
various remarks proving the 
extravagance of the notion that 
the sun is a fiery stone. 

2 Sehleiermacher, Werke, iii. 
2, 305-307 ; Gesch. d. Phil., p. 
83; Brandis, Rhein. Mus. i. 2, 
130; Gr.-Rém. Phil. ii, a, 34; 
Ritter, Gesch. d. Phil. ii. 48, 


64; Stivern, Ueber die Wolken 
des Aristophanes, p. Il11; 
Krische, Forsch. 105; Alberti, 
Sokr. 93, 98, likewise gives a 
partial adherence to this view : 
it might have been expected 
to go further after what has 
been said, p. 49, 2. 

3 Pheedo, 96, A.; 97, B.; Rep. 
vii. 529, A.; Phileb. 28, D.; 
Leg. xii. 966, E. 

* Mem. i.4; iv.3. No argu- 
ment can be drawn from Mem. 
i, 6, 14: tobs Onoavpols ray 
wdra copay avBpav, obs exeivo: 
KaréAiwmoy évy BiBAlos ypdavres, 
dveAlrrov Kowp adv trois plraus 
d:épxoua:, for these gopol need 
not necessarily be the earlier 
natural philosophers. Zool is 
also used of poets, chroniclers, 
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relations of means to ends in nature to gain an in- 
. sight into its reasonable arrangement. Allowing; 

therefore, that Socrates, as was the fact, had no 
special talent for natural science, and hence did not 
study it to any great extent, at least the germ of a new 
form of this science may be discovered in him. In 
his notion of the relation of means to ends in 
nature must have lain ‘the thought of a universab 
diffusion of intelligence throughout the whole of 
nature, ‘the theory of an absolute harmony of man 
and nature, and of man’s occupying such a position 
in nature as to be a micrgcosm of the world.’! If he 
stopped at the germ, confining his study of nature to 
mere practical requirements, this must have been, ac- 
cording to his own opinion, only as a preliminary step. 
He must have only intended that man ought not to 
reach into the distance until a critical foundation 
has been securely laid in the depths of his own inner 
life; or else it must have reference to popular and 
not to philosophical study.? 

Unfortunately this view of modern writers rests . 
on assumptions which cannot be supported. In the 
first place, not only Xenophon, but Aristotle also,? not 
to mention later writers,‘ asserts that Socrates never 


«xe. and it is expressly stated 3 Met. i. 6 (987, b, 1)5 


that Socrates perused their 
works, in order to find in them 
what was morally useful for 
himself and his friends. 
| | Schleiermacher and Ritter. 
? Krische, 208, as though 
Socrates made any distinction 
between training for a philoso- 
pher and training for a good 
man. 


Lwxpdrous St wep) ney ra HOumd 
mpaypoarevonévov, wept 8 ris 
Sans tocews obfévy. xiii. 45 
De Part, Anim. i. 1 (642, a, 28): 
éxi Zwpdrous 5 rovro pev [7d 
bploacOar rhy obclay] nithOn, 7rd 
8t Cnreiy ra wept pucews Ante. 
Conf, Eth. Eud. i. 5; 1216, b, 2. 

4 Cic. Tus. v. 4, 10; Acad. 
1.4,15; iv. 29,123; De Fin. 
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pursued the study of nature. Aristotle is, however, 
the very authority called in to arbitrate when Xeno- 
phon and Plato differ. What right have we, then, 
to stand aghast at his testimony as soon as he 
declares against Plato? Even Plato, however, indi- 
rectly admits in the Timzus that natural science 
was foreign to Socrates. If he elsewhere puts in 


his mouth sayings referring to nature, there is still — 


no evidence that these utterances are historically 
true. Not even in the passage in the Phedo can 
such evidence be found, unless what follows—that 
Socrates had fallen back on the theory of Ideas— 
can be taken to be historical.' In one respect Xeno- 
phon fully agrees with Plato, in saying that Socrates 
demanded a consideration of the relation of means to 
ends in nature. If it is further required that the 
relation of means to ends should not be understood 
in the lower sense of a later age, in which it was indeed 
understood by Xenophon, but that higher speculative 
ideas should be sought therein, where, we ask, is the 
historical justification of this view? Lastly, if an 
appeal is made to the logical consequences of the 
Socratic theory, do they not prove that Socrates must 
have been quite in earnest in disparaging a specula- 
tive study of nature, and in his popular notion of the 
relation of means to ends? Had he indeed placed 
at the head of his system, in this explicit form, the 
idea of the mutual dependence of all knowledge, it 


v.29, 87; Rep. i. 10; Senec. cording to Demetrius of By- 
Ep. 71, 7; Seat. Math. vii. 8; zantium, Diog. ii. 21. 
Gell. N. A. xiv. 6, 5, and, ac- 1 Phsedo, 100, B. 
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would be impossible to account for his low estimate 


of physics. If, on the contrary, he was concerned, 


not about knowledge in general, but about the edu- 
cation and training of men by means of knowledge, 
is it not very natural that his enquiries should be 
exclusively directed to the conditions and activities 
of man,! nature being only taken into account in as 


' far as it was useful to man? Doubtless this view of 


the relation of means to ends was, for natural and 
scientific enquiries, like a seed sown broadcast, which 
sprang up and bore fruit in the systems of Plato and 
Aristotle; but to Socrates himself this new depart~ 
ment of natural science presented itself only as a 
subsidiary branch of ethical enquiry, without his 


1 In this respect Socrates is necessary consequence, in his 
like Kant, Kant’s position in intellectual principles; with 
history being also not unlike the same justice may it be said 
his. As Kant, after destroying \of Kant, that, notwithstanding 
the older Metaphysics, only his critic of pure reason, he 
retained Ethics, so Socrates,, must, whilst disputing the 
after setting aside natural!!Metaphysics of Wolff, have 
science, turned his attention| necessarily seen that his prin- 
exclusively to morals. In the | ciples would lead him consis- 
one case, as in the other, the' tently tothe Idealism of Fichte 
one-sidedness with which the! and the natural philosophy of 
founder begins has been sup-|, Schelling; both of whom, and 
plemented by the disciples,and, the first-named even against 
the treatment at first adopted, Kant’s own protests, appealed 
for Ethics has been extended': to these consequences. For all 
to the whole of philosophy. . that, it is a dangerous business, 
Just as it may be said of \from a consideration of logical 
Socrates, that, despite his so }|consequences and the historical 
definitely attested declining of | jresults of a principle, to correct 
all cosmical and theological || |the clearest statements as to 
speculation on principle, hei/the doctrine of its originator, 
nevertheless, whilst actually/ | the question really being, 
refraining from such enquiries, ‘whether and to what extent 
could not conceal from ere the founder realised these con- 
that they were involved, as a ais . 
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being conscious of its range. His conscious interest 
applies only to Ethics. Even the study of the rela- 
tion of means to ends in nature was, according to his 
view, subservient to a moral purpose—that of urging 
his friends to piety.! It cannot be altogether neg- 
lected in considering his teaching; nor yet can we 
allow it, in the sense in which it was used by Socrates, 
an independent value, nor for this reason prefer it to 
Ethics. 

The same remark applies to theology, which here 
still coincides with natural science. The motives 
which deterred him from the one must have deterred 
him from the other also.” If, notwithstanding, he 
expressed definite views as to the Gods and the 
worship of the Gods, these views were the outcome 
of a practical love of piety. Theology then can only 
be treated by him as an appendix to Ethics. 

Even then, there are comparatively very few 
definite opinions in theology which can be brought 
home to Socrates with certainty. Indeed, how 
could it be otherwise, considering that a syste- 
matic treatment of Ethics is impossible without a 
basis either in metaphysics or psychology for it to 
rest upon? ‘The chief service which Socrates here 


1 Xen. Mem. i. 4, 1 and 18; 
iv. 3, 2 and 17. 

* Xen. Mem. i. 1,11; nothing 
impious was ever heard from 
Socrates; ob8t yap wep) rijs ray 
adyr cov go gwews . . . dueddyero 

. GAAG Kal robs ppovrifovras 
me roadra [or, as it is said,§15: 
of 74 Oeia (nrotvres] pwpalvoyras 
Gwedeixnyve. He asked whether 


they had fully mastered human 
things, as having advanced to 
such enquiries, # Tra yey dvOpe- 
wive wapévres 7a BSaiudvia dé 
okonovvres iyyouvTa: Td wpooh- 
kovra mpdrrev and 16: adrds 
5t wep) rav dyOpwrelwy del der€- 
yer, oxonay th evoeBes rl doeBés, 
&c. 
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rendered was a formal one—that of generally refer- 
ring moral action to knowledge: no sooner, however, 
is it a question of deducing particular moral acts and 
relations from knowledge, than he contents himself 
partly with falling back upon prevailing custom, or 
else there intervenes an accidental reference to pur- 


poses, the defects of which are certainly partially 


corrected in the sequel. 

The leading thought of the ethics of Socrates 
may be expressed in the sentence—All virtue is 
This assertion is most closely connected 
with his whole view of things. His efforts aim from 
the first at re-establishing morality and rooting it 
more deeply by means of knowledge. The experi- 
ences of his time have convinced him that the con- 
ventional probity of moral conduct, resting as it does 


‘on custom and authority, cannot hold its ground. 


His sifting of men discovered, even in the most cele- 
brated of his conternporaries,? a pretended in place 


1 Arist. Eth. N. vi. 13; 1144, 
h, 17, 28: Swnpdrns . . . ppovi- 
aes Pero elva: wdoas ras dperds 

. « Swkpdrns pey ody Adyous 
was dperads Pero elva, émorhuas 
yap elva: xdoas, Ibid. iii. 11; 
1116, b, 4; Eth. Eud.i.6; 1216, 
b, 6: émtorhpas ger’ elva: wéoas 
Tas dperds, &c0 dua cupBaivew 
eBeval re rh» Sinaociyvny Kad 
elva: Sitasov. Conf. Ibid. iii. 1; 
1229, a, 14; vii. 13; M. Mor. 
1,1; 1182,a, 15; 1.35; 1198, 
a, 10; Xen. Mem. iii. 9, 5: 
épn 5¢ nal Thy Sicaoobtyny nal 
Thy BAAnY wacay dperhy coplay 
elvar: td Te yap Sika Kal wdyra 
doa dperi mparreras Kadd re Kal 


dyad elvas’ xal off’ av rods 
Tavra ei8éras %AAO dvr) Tobrey 
ovdty mpocdéa Oat, otre robs ph 
émoranévous divacGa: apdrreyv, 
GAAG kal ay eyxewpdow auaprd- 
vey, i. 1,16: he always con- 
versed of "justice, piety, xa) wept 
ray wy, & rods pey eidéras 
fryetro Kadobs nal &yafods elva, 
tous 8 ayvootvras dvdpawodedets 
dy Sxalws xexAjocOa, The latter 
iv. 2,22, Plato, Lach. 194, D.: 
woAAdsis duchcod wou A€yovros Sri 
rabra &yabds Exacros judy dwep 
goods, &5e duabhs radra bt xaxds. 
Euthyd. 278, E. 

2 Plato, Apol. 21, C.; 29, E. 
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of: a genuine virtue. To attain true morality man 
must seek the standard of action in clear and certain 
knowledge.! The principle which has thus dawned 
upon him is, however, only understood in a narrow 
and exclusive spirit. Knowledge is for him not only 
an indispensable condition and a means to true 
morality, but it is the whole of morality. 
knowledge is wanting, there not only is virtue im- 
perfect, but there is absolutely no virtue at all. 
Plato was the first, and after him more completely 
Aristotle, to improve upon the Socratic doctrine of 
virtue. 

In support of his position, Socrates established 
the point that without right knowledge right action 
is impossible, and conversely, that where knowledge 
exists, right action follows as a matter of course; 
the former, because no action or possession is of any 
use, unless it be directed by intelligence to a proper 
object ;* the latter, because everyone only does what 

1 See p. 118. 

2 It is only in Plato (Euth. 
280, B.; Meno, 87, C.), that 
Socrates expressly takes this 


und. Hence the Moralia 
Magna (i. 35; 1198, a, 10) 


expedient and successful action. 
Nor is it opposed hereto that 
immediately afterwards it is 
refused that wisdom is an dyayu- 
gicBnrhres a&yabdr, many a 
one, like Dedalus and Pala- 


appear to have derived the 
corresponding view ; but it not 
only sounds very like Socrates, 
but it is also implied in Xeno- 
phon ; Socrates there (Mem. iv. 
2, 26) explaining more imme- 
diately in connection with self- 
knowledge, that it alone can 
tell us what we need and what 
we can do, placing us so ina 
position to judge others cor- 
rectly, and qualifying us for 


mzedes, having been ruined for 
the sake of wisdom. For this is 
clearly said by way of argu- 
ment, and copia is taken in its 
ordinary acceptation, including 
every art and every kind of 
knowledge. Of knowledge, in 
his own sense of the term, 
Socrates would certainly never 
have said that it was not good 
because it brought men some- 
times into peril, as the virtue, 
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he believes he must do, what is of use to himself: * 


_ no one intentionally does wrong; for this would be 


the same thing as making oneself intentionally un- 
happy:? knowledge is, therefore, always the strongest 
power in man, and cannot be overcome by passion.? 


identical therewith, also does. 
What is said, iii. 9, 14, respect- 
ing ebwpatla in contrast to 
evruxia, that it is x«pdrioroy 
éxerfdcuua, also refers to know- 
ledge. For ebmpatia consists in 
pabdyra rs wal pedrerioayra ed 
xoteiy, or as Plato’s Euthydemus 
281, A, explains it: émorhpn 
teaches to make a right use of 
all goods, and as xarop§ovca 
Thy xpatiw it produces ebrpayla 
and eéruxla. Xenophon, i.1, 7; 
6, 4, expresses this view more 
definitely. Aischines, too, in 
Demetrius de Elocu. 297, Rhet. 
Gr. ix. 122, puts the question 
into the mouth of Socrates 
when speaking of the rich in- 
heritance of Alcibiades: Did 
he inherit the knowledge how 
to use it ? 

1 Xen. Mem. iii. 9, 4; see 
above, p. 140, 1; iv. 6,6: edéras 
St & Sel woeiy ofc: Tivds ofecOat 
Sety ph woety ravTa; Odx olouas, 
Zn. OlBas dé rivas bAAG wotody- 
vas 4) & ofoyra: Sev; Obx eyay’, 
éym. Ibid. 3, 11; Plato, Prot. 
358, C. 

2 Arist. M. Mor. 1.9: Xw- 
xpdrns En odx ep july yevér Oar 
7rd oxovdalous elvac # padaAous: 
ef ydp tis, gnaly, epwrhoeey 
éyrwaoty, wérepoy a» BotAorro 
Stemos elva: ® Bdixos, od0els dy 
€rarro thy Gdixiay, More in- 
definite are the remarks in 
Eth. Nic. iii.7; 1113, b, 14; 
conf, Eth. Eud. ii, 7; 1223, b, 


8, on the statement ds otdes 
éxaoy movnpds 008 xwv pdrap. 
Brandis remarks with justice 
(Gr.-r6ém. Phil. ii. a, 39) that 
this refers in the first place to 
the arguments of the Platonic 
Socrates (see Meno, 77, B.3 
Prot. 345, D. ; 353, C.), but that 
the same is asserted by Xene- 
phon, Mem. iii. 9,4; iv. 6, 6 
and 11; and by Plato, Apol. 
25, E.: éym 8¢... Tovro Td 
TocovToy Kakoy éExdy wold, @S rs 
ob; Tatra éyé aa ov welOopa, 
@ MéAnte ... ef 8 Exov Sta- 
POelpo .. . SHAov Sri eddy pdBor 
watvoonat 8 ye bxwy woe. Conf. , 
Dial. de justo, Schl. Diog. Laert. 
ii, 31. 

’ Plato, Prot. 352, C.: dp’ ofr 
kal gol rowirdy ri wept abrijs 
[ris értorhuns | Soxet, } rardv re 
elva: 4 emorhun, xa ofoy Epyew 
Tov dvOpémrou nal ddyrep yiyvdoKy 
wis rhya8a Kal ra Kaka ph de 
xparnOjva: brd pyderds, Sore 
BAN’ arra wpdrreav; 4 & ds F 
émorhun xeretn, GAN’ ixavhr 
elva: Thy opdvnow Bondely ry. 
&vOpénqw; The latter is then. 
affirmed with the consent of: 
Socrates. (The further reason- 


-ing is probably only Platonic. 


Arist. Eth. Nic. vii. 3: émor 

pevoy pey ody of gaol rwes oldy ve 
elva: [&xparedecOa:]. dewdy ydp, 
émorhuns votons, as gero 
Zwrpdrns, BAAC Tt epareiy, Eth. 
Kud. vil. 13: ép6és 1rd Yoxpars- 
dv, Srs oddty ioxupdrepoy pporh- 
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As regards that virtue which appears to be 
furthest removed from knowledge, the virtue of 
bravery, he more especially insisted upon it, that in 
all cases, he who knows the true nature of an appa- 
_ rent danger and the means of avoiding it, is braver 
than he who has not such knowledge.! Hence he 
concludes that virtue is entirely dependent upon 
knowledge; and accordingly he defines all the par- 
ticular virtues in such a way, as to make them con- 
sist in knowledge of some kind, their difference being 
determined by the difference of their objects. He is 
pious who knows what is right towards God; he is 
just who knows what is right towards men.? He is 


ews’ GAN Sri emiorhuny en, 
bx 3p0dv, aperh ydp ear: nad obi 
éxiorhun. If, therefore, any- 
one seems to act contrary to 
his better judgment, Socrates 
does not allow that is really 
the case. He rather infers the 
contrary. His conduct being 
opposed to right reason, he 
concludes that he is wanting 
in this quality; Mem. iii. 9, 4: 
aporepwrduevos 5é, el To’s émiora- 
pévous pay & det xpdrretv, xovwiv- 
tas &8t révarvria, copods Te Kal 
eyxpareis elvar voul(or > oddéy ye 
padrov, tpn 4 axdpous TE Kal 
dxpareis. In Xenophon, indeed, 
this is so put, as if Socrates 
had admitted the possibility of 
a case of knowing right and 
doing wrong. The real mean- 
ing of the answer, however, 
can only be the one given 
above. 

1 Xen. Mem. iii. 9, 2; Symp. 
2, 12: Socrates remarks, in re- 
ference to a dancing girl who 
is deliberating about sword 


points: ofro: rots ye Cewnévous 
Tdde dyrirAdtey Ext ofoua, ds ob) 
nal 7 dvdpela Si8axrdy. Plato, 
Prot. 349, E., where it is proved 
by various examples—divers, 
knights, peltastze—that of ém- 
orhpoves tay ph emorayndvey 
Gapparedrepol eiow. Arist. Eth. 
Nic. iii. 11; 1116, b, 3: Sone? 
St wal 4 euweipla 4 wep) Exacra 
dvSpela ris elvar: 86ev Kal 5 Sw- 
updrns @hOn emorhuny elva thy 
&vdpelav, Conf. Eth. Eud. iii.1; 
1229, a, 14. 

2 eboeBhs=6 ra wept rods Oeods 
vouspa, elddés* Slxacos=65 ei8ds rd 
wept rods avOpdmrous véutua. Mem. 
iv. 6, 4 and 6. The eicéBea, 
the definition of which is here 
given, is the same as the dardrns, 
the conception of which is 
sought in Plato’s Euthyphro. 
If, therefore, Grote, Plato, i. 
328, remarks @ propos of the 


latter, that Xenophon’s So-' 
crates was neither asking after 


the general conception of the 
holy, nor indeed could pre-sup- 
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brave who knows how to treat dangers properly ;' 
he is prudent and wise who knows how to use what 
is good and noble, and how to avoid what is evil.? 
In a word, all virtues are referred to wisdom or know- 


ledge, which are one and the same.? 


The ordinary 


notion that there are many kinds of virtue is incor- 


rect. 


pose it, his observation is 
contradicted by appearances. 
It does not, however, follow 
herefrom that Socrates wished 
the Gods to be honoured ydéum 
aévews. Why could he not 
have said, piety or holiness 
consists in the knowledge of 
that which is right towards the 
Gods, and to this belongs, in 
respect of the honouring of 
God, that each one pray to them 
after the custom of his country. 
A pious mind is not the same 
thing as worship. , That may 
remain the same when the 
forms of worship are different. 

1 Xen. Mem. iv. 6, 11: of ney 
Boa éeriordpevor rois Sewois re 
xa éwacivSdvors KadAos xpnobaz 
dydpeiol elory, of 88 Sianaprdvorres 
rovrov SeAol, Plato, Prot. 360, 
D.: 7 cvopla tpa tay deivoy nal 
ph Sewav dvSpela éoriv, The 
same thing is conveyed by the 
definition in Laches, 194, B. 
(which is not much imperilled 
by the objections raised thereto 
from a Socratic point of view). 
Courage is 4 Trav S8evev xa) 
Gapparéwy émoripn; only bappa- 
aéos must not be rendered 
‘bold’ (as Schaarschmidl,Samml. 
da. plat. Schr. 409, does). It 
means rather, according to 
198, B., as it so often does, & ud 


Virtue is in truth but one.‘ 


Nor does the 


8éos wapéxe. Conf, Bonitz, 
Plat. Stud. iii. 441. 

2 Mem. iii. 9,4: coplay 3¢ xa? 
cwpposiyny ob didpiley, AAA Tov 
Td pty Kardd re Kal ayabda yryvd- 
oKxovra xp7jc0a abrois Kal roy Ta 
aicxpa «idéra ebdaBeicGa: coddy 
Te xal cdppova Expive. 

* Mem. iv. 6, 7: émorhun kpa 
copia éarly; "Enolye 8oxet. No 
man can know everything, 8 &pa 
éxlorara Exacros rovro Kal copds 
doruy. 

* Plato developes this thought 
in his earlier writings, Prot. 
329, B.; 349, B.; 360, E.: 
which, however, kept much 
more closely to the platform 
of Socrates ; it is also evidently 
contained in Xenophon. His 
meaning, as may be gathered 
from Mem, iii. 9, 4, is certainly 
not : some one may possess the 
knowledge in which one virtue 
consists, whilst lacking the 
knowledge in which another 
consists; but he assumes, just 
as Plato’s SocrateS does in the 
Protagoras, that where one 
virtue is, all must be there, all 
depending on the knowledge of 
the good. From this doctrine 
of Socrates the Cynic and Me- 
garian notions of the. oneness 
of virtue arose. 


MORAL VALUE OF KNOWLEDGE. 


difference between one person and another, one time 
of life and another, one sex and another, affect the 
question. For in all cases it is one and the same 
thing, which makes the conduct virtuous, and in all 
persons the same natural capacity for virtue must be 
assumed to exist.2. The main point then invariably 
is to cultivate this disposition by education. Some 
may bring with them more, others fewer gifts for any 
particular activity ; yet all alike require exercise and 
training; the most talented require it most, would 
they not be lost in ruinous errors.? There being no 
greater obstacle to true knowledge than imaginary 
knowledge, nothing can in a moral point of view be 
more urgently necessary than self-knowledge, to dispel 
the unfounded semblance of knowledge and to show 
to man his wants and needs. 
to Socratic principles invariably follows upon know- 
ledge, just as wrong action follows from absence of 


Right action according 


1 Plato, Meno, 71, D., and 
Aristotle, Pol. i. 13, probably, 
following the passage in Plato, 
1216, a, 20, which he must in 
some way have harmonised 
with the Socratic teaching: 
Gore pavepdy, bri eoriy Otic 
dperh Tray elpnuévoy xdyroy, nat 
obx 4 abrh cwppocbyyn yuvaunds 
cal dvdpds, ob8 av3pla Kal dicaso- 
oiyn, xabdwep Gero Lwxpdrns . .. 
mwoAv yap Euevoy A€youvoy ol 
etapiOpourres Tas dperds. 

2 Xen. Sym. 2,9: wal 6 Lw- 
xpdrys elwey > dy woddAois pty, & 
ksSpes, Kal BAAos SHAoy, Kal ev 
ols 8 4 wais woe, Sri  -yuvanela 
duos ovdey Xelpwy Tis Tov avdpds 
oda tvyxdvet, popns 8t nal ixxvos 


Seta, 
452, E. 

3 Mem. iii. 9, 1; iv. 1, 3; 
iv. 2,2. The question whether 
virtue is a natural gift or a 
result of instruction—the iden- 
tical question to which Plato 
devoted a thorough discussion 
in the Meno and Protagoras— 
appears to have become a fa- 
vourite topic of discussion, 
thanks to the appearance of 
the Sophistic teachers of virtue. 
Such at least it seems in Xeno- 
phon, iii. 9,1, and in the Meno. 
Pindar had previously drawn 
the contrast between natural 
and acquired gifts. See above, 
p. 23, 


Conf. Plato, Rep. v. 
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knowledge ; he who knows himself will, without fail, 
do what is healthful, just as he who is ignorant of him- 
self will, without fail, do what is harmful.! Only the 
man of knowledge can do anything fitting; he alone 
is useful and esteemed.* In short, knowledge is the 
root of all moral action; want of knowledge is the 
cause of every vice; and were it possible wittingly to 
do wrong, that were better than doing wrong unwit- 
tingly ; for in the latter case the first condition of right 
action, the moral sentiment, is wanting, whilst in the 
former case it would be there, the doer being only faith- 


less to it for the moment.* 


1 Mem. iv. 2,24. For exam- 
ples of conversations, in which 
Socrates endeavoured to bring 
his friends to a knowledge of 
themselves, see Mem. iii. 6; 
iv. 2. 

2 Mem. i. 2, 52: the accuser 
charged Socrates with inducing 
his followers to despise their 
friends and relations; for he 
had declared, those only deserve 
to be honoured who can make 
themselves useful by means of 
their knowledge. Xenophon 
allows that he showed how 
little useless and ignorant 
people were esteemed by their 
own friends and relatives; but 
he says that Socrates did not 
thereby intend to teach them 
to despise dependants, but 
only to show that understand- 
ing must be aimed at, dr: 7d 
Eppov &ripdy éori, 

3 Mem. iv. 2, 19: ray dt 3) 
rovs plrous ekarardévrwy éxi BAGBy 
adérepos &diucmrepos erry, 6 éxdy, 
4 5 &xwy ; The question is after- 
wards thus settled: ra dla 


What, however, the know- 


wérepoy & éxay wevSdueros ral 
étaxaray ol8ev, ) 6 Exwy; AjAov 
Br: 6 éxdy, Aucadrepoy St feds 
elya:] toy émiorduevoy Td dixaa 
Tou wh émorduevoy; Salvomai. 
Conf. Plato, Rep. ii. 382; iii. 
389, B.; iv. 459, C.; vii. 535, 
E.; Hipp. Min. 371, BE. It is 
only an imaginary case to sup- 
pose that any one can know- 
ingly and intentionally do 
what is wrong; for according 
to the principles of Socrates, 
it is impossible to conceive 
that the man who possesses 
knowledge as such should, by 
virtue of his knowledge, do 
anything but what is right, or 
that any one should spontane- 
ously choose what is wrong. 
If, therefore, an untruth is 
told knowingly and intention- 
ally, it can only be an apparent 
and seeming untruth, which 
Plato allows as a means to 
higher ends (Rep. ii. 382; iii. 
389, B.; iv. 459, C.), whereas 
want of knowledge is the only 
proper lie, a proper lie being 


HIS THEORY ABOUT THE GOOD. 


Jedge is in which virtue consists, whether experimen- 
tal or speculative, purely theoretical or practical—is a 
question upon which Socrates has not entered. In 
Xenophon at least he places learning and exercise 
quite naturally together,! although Plato had distin- 
guished them,? and to prove that virtue consists in 
knowledge, that it requires knowledge, and can be ac- 
‘quired by instruction, he chooses by preference, even 
in the pages of Plato, examples of practical acquire- 
ments and of mechanical dexterity.? 

As yet, however, all that has been laid down is in 
the nature of a formal definition. All virtue is know- 
ledge, but of what is it the knowledge? To this So- 
erates gives the general answer, knowledge of the good. 
He is virtuous, just, brave, and so forth, who knows 
‘what is good and right.‘ Even this addition is as 
wide and indefinite as those before. Knowledge which 


-always unintentional, Rep. ii. 
382; v. 535, E. See Zeller’s 
Phil. Stud. p. 152. 

1 At the beginning of the 
Meno. 


2 Mem. iii. 9, 1, Socrates an- 


swers the question whether 
bravery is a didaxrdy or puaikdr : 
the disposition thereto is quite 
48 various as is bodily power. 
voul(w pévro racay pbow pabhoe 
kal peAérp apds dvdplay abter Oa, 
in proof of which it may be 
noted that no nation with 
weapons to which it is un- 
accustomed ventures to en- 
counter those who are familiar 
with them. So, too, in every- 
thing else, it is the émméAea, 
‘the pav@dvew xa) pedreray, where- 


by natural gifts are really de- 
veloped to mastery. In Mem. 
iv. 1, 3, wa@nors and wal8ea are 
generally required, but even 
here no difference is made be- 
tween theoretical and practical 
knowledge. 

3 So Protag. 349, E.; Mem. 
iii. 9, 1 and 11: &pxovres are 
those émorduevo: &pxev, the 
steersman in a ship, in agricul- 
ture, sickness, and athletics, 
those who have made it their 
profession, women in spinning. 
The question here raised is dis- 
cussed at length by Strimpell, 
Gesch. d. Prakt. Phil. d. Gr. vor 
Arist. 146. 

4 See p. 143. 
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makes virtue, is knowledge of the good; but what is: 
the good? The good is the conception of a thing 
viewed as anend. Doing what is good, is acting up 
to the conception of the corresponding action, in 
short, knowledge in its practical application, The. 
essence of moral action is therefore not explained by 
the general definition, that it is a knowledge of the- 
good, the right, and so forth. Beyond this general 
definition, however, Socrates did not advance in. 
his philosophy. Just as his speculative philosophy 
stopped short with the general requirement that 
knowledge belonged to conceptions only, so his prac-- 
tical philosophy stopped short with the indefinite. 


-~w#ampostulate of conduct conformable to conceptions. 


(2) Prac- 
tically the 
Good is de- 
termined 
cither by 
eustom or 
utility. 


From such a theory it is impossible to deduce defin-- 
ite moral actions. If such are sought no other 
alternative remains but to look for them in some 
other way, either by adopting the necessary princi-- 
ples from the prevailing morality without further 
testing them; or, in as far as principles according to. 
the theory of knowledge must be vindicated before 
thought, by a reference to experience and to the- 
well-known consequences of actions. 

As a matter of fact both courses were followed. 
by Socrates. On the one hand he explained the 
conception of the right by that of the lawful.' The 


1 Mem. iv. 6, 6: Alkatwa &é 
olc@a, %pn, Srota Karetrat;—A 
of vépmot KeAevousy, &pn.—-Oi Kpa 
mwotourres & of vdmor KeAebouce 
Sinaia re woiovo: Kat & def; Ids 
yap of; In Mem. iv. 4, 12, So- 
crates says: nul yap éyd 7d 


vouimov S{xaov efvat, and when 
Hippias asks for further infor- 
mation as to what is meant by 
voutpov: vduous 8& wddews, Eqn, 
yiyvéokes ;—Odxotv, pn [So- 
crates], vopimos wey dy e¥n 6 xara. 
tadra|& of moAlra: éypdipayro | 3o- 


APPEAL TO CUSTOM AND UTILITY. 


‘best service of God, he says, is that which agrees 
with custom ;! and he will not withdraw himself even 
from an unjust sentence, lest he should violate the 
laws.?, On the other hand, as a necessary conse- 
‘quence of this view of things, he could not be con- 
tent with existing moral sanctions, but was fain to 
geek an intellectual basis for morality. This he 
-could only take from a consideration of consequences ; 
and in so doing he frequently proceeds most super- 
ficially, deriving his ethical principles by a line of 
‘argument, which taken by itself differs in results 
more than in principles, from the moral philosophy 
-of the Sophists.2 When asked whether there could 
be a good, which is not good for a definite purpose, 
he distinctly stated that he neither knew, nor desired 
to know of such a one : * everything is good and beau- 


sAiTevdpevos, tvyopos 8é 6 Tabra wa- 
paBalvwy ; Tlar pev obv, to7.— 
Obxovy xa) Sleaa wey dv apdrrot 
6 robrois weiOduevos, bdixa 8 6 
robrois dre0@y ;—Tdvu pey obv. 

1 Mem. iv. 3, 16: Euthyde- 
‘mus doubts whether anyone 
‘can worthily honour the gods. 
Socrates tries to convince him. 
Spgs yap, Srt 5 ey AeAgois Oeds 
bray tis abroy éwepwrg was dy 
“‘rois Oeois xapl{oiro dmroxplyeras 
yéuy mwédAews. The same prin- 
‘ciple is attributed to Socrates, 
i, 3, 1. 

2 See p. 77, 1. 

* As Dissen has already 
shown, in the treatise referred 
to p. 100, 2. Compare Wiggers, 
Socrates, p. 187; Hurndall, De 
Philosophia Mor. Socr. Grote 
(Hist. of Greece, viii. 605) 
agrees with this statement, 


only refusing to allow as to 
speak of Sophistic morals as if 
they were uniform. 

4 Mem. iii. 8, 1-7, where it is 
said, amongst other things: 
el 7’ epwrGs pe, ef Tt dyadv olda, 
8 undevds ayabdy eoriy, ot7” olda, 
Epn, ore Séoua: . . . Adyers ov, 
pn [’Aploriurmos] nadd te Kal 
aisxpa 7a abrd elvar; kal vh A? 
tywy’, tpn [Seoxpdryns] ayabd re 
kal koxd . .. meaning, as the 
sequel shows (not as Ribbing, 
1. c. p. 105, translates it: good 
and evil are the same), but 
the same thing is good and 


evil, in as far as for one pur- 


pose it is useful, that is good, 
and for another harmful ; révra 
yap ayaa pey Kal Kadrd éori, 
xpos & by eb Exp, kana Se na} 
aioxpa, xpos & dy Kaxas. 
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tiful in relation to the special needs which it sub- 
serves, and therefore one and the same thing may be 
good for one and bad for another. He declared in 
a manner most pronounced, that the good is nothing 
else but the advantageous, the beautiful nothing else. 
but the useful; everything therefore is good and 
beautiful in relation to the objects for which it is 
advantageous and useful;! confirming his doctrine 
of the involuntary nature of evil—one of the leading 
principles of his ethics—by the remark that everyone 
does that which he thinks advantageous for himself,” 

There is, therefore, according to his view no abso- 
lute, but only a relative good ; advantage and disad-. 
vantage are the measures of good and evil. Hence 
in the dialogues of Xenophon he almost always bases 
his moral precepts on the motive of utility. We 
should aim at abstinence, because the abstinent man 
has a more pleasant life than the incontinent:‘* we 
should inure ouselves to hardships, because the hardy 
man is more healthy, and because he can more easily 


avoid dangers, and gain 


1 Xen. Mem. iv. 6, 8, con- 
eluding : 7d &pa Spérimoy dyaldy 
dor bra by wpérmov }.. . Td 

xPhe poy pa xardy dort xpds d 

ay 4 xphowmoy; conf. iv. 1, 5; 
5, 6; Symp. 5,3; Plato, Prot. 
333, D.; 3653, C., where §So- 


crates meets Protagoras with 


the statement: fair’ éerly 
ayaba & dorw dpérAma rots dvOpd- 
wots, and afterwards explains 
good to be that which affords 
pleasure or averts pain. 

2 Xen. Mem. iii. 9,4: some- 


honour and glory:* we 


thing similar is found in Plato’s. 
Protagoras, 358, B. 

* On the other hand, little 
importance can be attached to 
the treatment of happiness as 
the highest end of life in Mem. 
iii, 2, 4. All Greek philoso- 
phers do the same, including 
Plato, Aristotle, and even the 
Stoics. 

4 Mem. i. 5, 6; ii. 1, 1; conf. 
iv. 5, 9. 

. Mem. iii, 12; 
conf. i. 6, 


ii, 1, 18; 


INCONSISTENCY OF SOCRATIC MORALITY. 


should be modest, because boasting does harm and 
brings disgrace.! We should be on good terms with 
our relatives, because it is absurd to use for harm 
what has been given us for our good;? we should 
try to secure good friends, since a good friend is the 
most useful possession:* we should not withdraw 
from public affairs, since the well-being of the com- 
munity is the well-being of the individual;4 we 
should obey the laws, since obedience is productive of 
the greatest good to ourselves and to the state; and 
we should abstain from wrong, since wrong is always 
punished in the end.° We should live virtuously, 
because virtue carries off the greatest rewards both 
from God and man.® To argue that all such-like - 
expressions do not contain the personal conviction 
of the philosopher, but are intended to bring those 
to virtue by meeting them on their own ground, 
who cannot be got at by higher motives, is evidently 
laboured, considering the definiteness with which 


Socrates expresses himself.’ 


Unless, therefore, Xeno- 


phon is misleading on essential points, we must 
allow that Socrates was in earnest in explaining the 
good as the useful, and consequently in the corre- 
sponding derivation of moral duties. 

True it is that in the mouth of Socrates other 
utterances are met with, leading us beyond this super- 


1 Mem. i. 7. 

2 Ibid. ii. 3, 19. 

3 Thid. ii. 4,5; ii. 6, 4 and 
10. 
4 Ibid. iii. 7, 9; ii. 1, 14. 

5 Ibid. iv. 4,16 and 20; iii. 
9, 12. 


® Mem. ii. i, 27, gives an ex- 
tract from a writing of Pro- 
dicus, the substance of which 
Socrates appropriates, Conf. i. 
4,18; iv. 3, 17. 

7 This point will be subse- 
quently discussed. 
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ficial ground of moral duties, by placing the essential 
advantage of virtue, the purpose which it serves and 
because of which it is good and beautiful in its in- 
fluence on the intellectual life of man.' Most un- 
doubtedly and decidedly would this be the view of 
Socrates could we attribute to him the maxim so 
familiar to the Socrates of Plato,? that righteousness 
is health, unrighteousness disease of the soul, and 
consequently that all wrong-doing invariably injures 
him who does it, whereas the right is necessarily and 
always useful. Language of this kind occurring in 
the Republic and Gorgias does not justify our be- 
lieving it. In these dialogues much is put into the 
mouth of Socrates, which he never said and never can 
have said. Nor can it be pleaded that Plato would 
never have held such pure moral conceptions, unless 
he had had them from his teacher. Otherwise the 
theory of ideas and‘much besides which is found in 
Plato would have to be attributed to Socrates. We 
cannot even vouch for it that everything contained in 
the Crito comes from Socrates, its author not having 
been present at the conversation which it describes. 
Having apparently, however, been committed to 
writing no long time after the death of Socrates, and 
not going beyond his point of view, it is noteworthy 
that this dialogue contains the same principles:? a 

* On what follows compare * Crito 47, D: as in the 
Ribbing, p. 83, 91, 105, whose treatment of the body, the 


researches are here thankfully physician’s advice must be 
acknowledged, whilst all his followed, so in questions of 


conclusions are not accepted. right and wrong the advice of 
2 See Zeller’s Phil.d.Griech. him ¢ ef muh a&korovOhcoper, 
p- 561 of second edition. diapbepoduey exeivo nal AwPBnad- 


INCONSISTENCY OF SOCRATIC MORALITY. 


circumstance which at least shows that they have a 
support in the teaching of Socrates. To the sameeffect 
likewise the Apology expresses itself, Socrates therein 
summing up the purpose of his life as that of con- 
vincing his fellow-citizens that the education of the 
soul is more important than money or property, 
honour or glory ;! declaring at the same time in 
plainest terms, that whether death is an ill or not 
he knows not, but that injustice is, he knows well.? 
Similar language is found in Xenophon. In his 
pages too Socrates declares the soul to be the most 


valuable thing in man, the divine part of his being, 


because it is the seat of reason and only the Reason- 
able is of value.* He requires, therefore, that the 


first care should be for the soul.‘ 


peda, 8 re wey Sixalw BéAriov 
éylyvero Te Be adbleqy &wrddAvTO. 
If, moreover, life in a diseased 
body has no value: er’ éxefyou 
ipa Bwrdy uty drvepbappévou, @ 
7d &dicoy AwBarar 7d 5& Sleasoy 
éviyvnowy, provided this is not 
2 pavddrepoy but a word Timidre- 
pov than that 49, A: wrong- 
‘doing always injures and dis- 
graces him who commits it. 

1 Apol. 29, D.: as long as he 
lived, he would not cease ¢:Ao- 
copey Kal iuiy mapakedeuduevos 
. » « Aédyow oldrep efw0a, Sri, & 
ipiore dvipay, . . . xpnudtwy 
pey otk aioxtve: émipedoduevos, 
... kal Sdins kad rinis, pporh- 
wews 5 wal dAnOGelas nal rijs 
‘puxis, Ixws ds Bearlorn ~ora, 
ovK erimerc? ode pportifes ; he 
would rather blame a man in 
every case where it was neces- 
sary Sr: ra wAclorov kia reph 


He is convinced 


éAaxlorou woreirat, Ta 5¢ pavrd- 
Tepa wept wAclovos, 

2 Ibid: 29, B. 

3 Mem. i. 4, 13: God has 
not only taken care of the 
human body, éAd’ dxep péyiordy 
éort kal rhy puxhy Kpatlorny TE 
avOpore évépuoe, i. 2, 53 and 
55, where the statement 87: 7d 
&ppoy &ridy ort’ is proved by 
the fact that you bury the 
body as soon as the soul éy j 
udvp yivera ppéynors has left it, 
iv. 3, 14: dvOpdmrov ye Wxh, 
elrep ri Kal BAAO Tay dyOpwrlvwy 
tov Oelou peréxet. 

4 Mem. i. 2, 4: Socrates 
recommends bodily exercise 
within certain limits: radrny 
yap thy etiv ipevhy re ixavds 
elvar nad rhy Tijs puxijs éwipéAciay 
(which accordingly regulates 
the care of the body) ov« 
eumodicey Epn. 
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that conduct is better, the more you aim at the 
education of the soul, and more enjoyable, the more 
you are conscious thereof.! The intellectual perfec- 
tion of man depending in the first place on his know- 
ledge, wisdom is the highest good, without compare 
more valuable than ought besides.? Learning is 
recommended not only on account of its utility, but 
far more because of the enjoyment which it directly 
confers.2 These expressions fully agree with what. 
has been quoted from Plato; they also appear quite 
consistent in a philosopher who bases the whole of 
moral conduct so decidedly upon knowledge, and so 
expressly leads man to knowledge of and to dealing 
with self, as Socrates does.‘ 

What then must: be made of accounts in which 
Socrates recommends moral duties entirely on grounds 
of outward adaptation to a purpose, such as we fre- 
quently find in Xenophon? Are we to assume that 
all such explanations are only intended for those who. 
were too unripe to understand the sage’s real mean- 
ing, to show that even on the hypothesis of the ordi- 
nary unsatisfactory definition of purpose, virtuous 


1 Mem. iv. 8, 6: &piora pty 
yap olua: Civ robs Kpiora erepue- 
Aoundvous tou @s BeAriorous yly- 
veoOa, FdioTa S& robs pdAcora 
aig@avouévous, Sr: BeAriovs yiy- 
vovrat, i. 6, 9: ofe: ody ard 
adyrwv rotray rocabrny jdorhy 
elvat, Sony &xd tov aurdy Te 
hyetabar Bertin yiyverOa: Kal 
plrous duelvous xracBa ; 

2 Mem. iv. 5, 6: coplay 8 rd 
péywrroy ayaboy Kk. 7. A; iv. 2, 
9, where Euthydemus is com- 


mended by Socrates for pre- 
ferring treasures of wisdom to 
treasures of gold and silver; 
for the latter do not make 
men better, ras 5¢ trav copay 
dvSpav yvouas apern wdovrilew 
TOUS KEKTNUEVOUS. 

* Mem. iv. 5, 10: a@AAd phy 
&xb rod pabeiy rt Kardy xal 
dyabdy . . . ob pdvoy apéAciac 
GAAG Kal jdoval péyrora: yiyvor- 
rat. Conf, ii. 1. 19. 

* Conf. pp. 65, 121, 140. 
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conduct is the best? that Xenophon took these 
preliminary and introductory discussions for the 
whole of the Socratic philosophy of life, and hence 
drew a picture of the latter, representing, it is 
true, his own but not the platform of the real So- 
crates?! This view has no doubt its truth, but it is 
hardly the whole truth. Wecan readily believe that 
Xenophon found the more tangible foundation for 
moral precepts which judges them by their conse- 
quences both clearer and more intelligible than the 
deeper one which regards their working on the inner 
condition of man. We naturally, therefore, expect 
his description to give the preference to this 
to him more intelligible explanation even at the 
cost of the other; and to throw the other more into 
the background than the actual state of the case 
warrants. We must, therefore, allow double value 
to such Socratic utterances as he reports implying 
a deeper moral life. We cannot, however, consider 


him so bad a guide as to report utterances which - 


Socrates never expressed, nor can we give to these 
utterances a meaning by means of which they can 
be brought into full accord with Plato’s description 
of the Socratic ethics. 

Take for instance the dialogues with Aristippus,” 
where Socrates is asked to point out a thing good, 


1 This is, in the main, the sen, Demon d. Sokr. 4, who. 


view of Brandis, Rhein. Mus. reproduces Xenophon’s sayings 
v. Niebuhr u. Brandis,i.b, 138; as incorrectly as he does 
Gr. Rom. Phil. ii. a, 40; Gesch. Zeller’s. 

d. Entwickl. i. 238; Ribbing, 2 Mem. iii. 8. 

Sokrat. Stud. i. 115 ; Volguara- 
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and afterwards a thing beautiful, and both times 
answers that goodness and beauty consist in nothing 
else save a subserviency to certain purposes.! What 
inducement had Socrates here to withhold his own 
opinion? Was Aristippus one of the unripe un- 
philosophic heads, not in a condition to understand 
his views? Was he not rather in addition to Plato 
and Euclid one of the most independent and intel- 
lectually best educated thinkers in the Socratic 
circle? Why should Socrates say to him: everything 
is good and beautiful for that to which it bears a 


good relation, and hence the same thing may in rela-~ 


tion to one be a good, to another an evil? Why 
does he not add: one thing there is which is always 
and unconditionally good, that which improves the 
soul? Or did he add it, and Xenophon omit it 
although the main point ?? and was this so in other 
cases?? We could only be justified in such an 
assumption, were it shown that Socrates could not 
possibly have spoken as Xenophon makes him speak, 
or that his utterances cannot possibly have had the 
meaning, which they have according to Xenophon’s 
account ; * to prove which it is not sufficient to appeal 
to the contradiction with which Socrates is otherwise 
charged. It is certainly a contradiction to call 
virtue the highest end of life, and at the same time 


— +o recommend it because of the advantages it brings :5 


? See p. 149, 4. 5 What Brandis has else- 
2 As Mem. iv. 6, 8. where asserted appears to be 
® Brandis, l. ¢. less open to objection, viz. that 


‘As Brandis, |. c. asserts. Socrates distinguishes mere 
Conf. Dissen, 1. c. 88; Ritter, good fortune from really far- 
Gesch. d. Phil. ii. 70. ing well, and that he only 
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and Plato recognising this contradiction has avoided 


it.! 


Still the question really is, whether and to what 


extent Socrates has avoided it, and nothing can 
justify our assuming, that he cannot possibly have 


been involved in it. 


For is there not a contra- 


diction in Kant rejecting most decidedly for the 
moral estimate of our actions every standard based on 


allows happiness in its ordi- 
nary sense a place among 
things relatively good. The 
former statement is.in Mem. 
ili. 9, 14; but this distinction 
even by a decided advocate 
of Eudzmonism, such as Aris- 
tippus, could be admitted, as- 
suming that true and lasting 
happiness is to be attained not 
by the uncertain favour of 
chance, but by one’s own acti- 
vity and understanding, and 
that man must not make him- 
self dependent on extreme 
circumstances, but ensure a 
lasting enjoyment of life by 
rising superior to himself and 
his surroundings. If Brandis 
(Entw. i. 237) declares this 
impossible, he need simply be 
referred to the fact that in the 
Cyrenaic and Epicurean schools 
such views are actually met 
with. See below, ch. xiv. B, 
5, and Zeller’s Stoics, Epi- 
cureans, &c., p. 44. For the lat- 
ter statement Brandis appeals 
to Mem. iv. 2,34. Here Euthy- 
demus has to be convinced 
of his ignorance in respect 
of good and evil. After it 
has been proved that all things 
considered by Euthydemus to 
be goods, wisdom included, 
may, under certain circum- 


stances, be disadvantageous, 
Euthydemus says : xwduvyvebe:— 
dvapdiroyérarov &yabby elvar rd 
eddatovety, to which Socrates 
replies: @& ye ph tis abrd é€ 
dppirdsyov ayabay cuvriPeln, or 
as it is immediately explained, 
el ye uh mpocbhooper abrq KdAAOS 
h ioxdv } wrovrov A Sdtay R nal 
wt &AdAo tev Totolrwy, since 
among all these things there 
is none which is not the source 
of much evil. Far from deny- 
ing, this proceeds on the dis- 
tinct understanding that hap- 
piness is the highest good— 
which Greek ethics invariably 
presuppose ; neither is it called 
simply an éuelaroyor ayabdy, ex- 
cept in the case that it is com- 
pounded of du@lroya dya0a, i.6. 
of such things as under certain 
circumstances lead to evil, and 
are not simply dyaéa, but some- 
times kxaxd. Still less is this 
statement at variance with 
passages which estimate the 
value of every thing and of 
every action by its conse- 
quences, a standard being the 
very thing which Socrates is 
here laying down. 

1 As Plato has already re- 
marked, Rep. ii. 362, E.; Phedo, 
68 D, 
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experience, and afterwards deciding the question as 
to what maxims are suited to the principle of uni- 
versal legislation, having regard to the consequences 
which would follow were they universally adopted ? 
Is there not a contradiction in the same writer, at 
one time waging = outrance) against Eudsemo- 
nism, at another founding the belief in the existence 
of God on the demand for a bliss corresponding 
to worth? Is not the critic of pure reason, in 
asserting the independent existence of a thing and 
at the same time unconditionally denying that it can 
be known, entangled in a contradiction so blatant, 
that Fichte was of the opinion that if it really 
assumed the independent existence of a thing, he 
would rather regard it as the work of a strange coin- 
cidence, than of human brains? Can the historian 
therefore make the philosopher of Konigsberg say 
what he did not say? Can he violently set aside 
these contradictions instead of explaining them ? 
And would it be so inconceivable that the same thing 
should be true of the Socratic doctrine? The philo- 
sopher wishes to build moral conduct upon knowledge. 
In point of form his conception of knowledge is 
80 indefinite, that it includes besides philosophical 
convictions, every kind of skill derived from ex- 
perience.' In point of matter it suffers from a 
similar indefiniteness. The subject matter of prac- 
tical knowledge is the good, and the good is the use- 
ful, or what is the same thing the expedient.?,_ But in 


1 See p. 147. The identity of the good and 
2 Conf. p. 149, 4; 1 and 2. the useful is also presupposed 


I 


| 
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what this consists, Socrates according to all accounts 
has not expressed with sufficient precision to avoid 
all ambiguity in his ethics. In passages of Plato 
from which we can gather the views of the Socrates 
of history, with some certainty, he does not even go 
beyond saying that intellectual culture, care for the 
soul, must be the most important end for man. Still 
to refer all human actions to this as their ulti- 
mate and final purpose is impossible for his unsyste- 
matic and casual ethical theories, unsupported by any 
comprehensive psychological research. Hence other 
ends having to do with man’s well-being in the 
most varied ways come apparently independently to 
support that highest moral purpose, and moral 
activity itself appears as a means towards attaining 
these ends.' If therefore Xenophon reports a number 
of Socratic dialogues in which things are so repre- 


sented, we may still maintain that they do not ex- - 


haust the Socratic basis of ethics; but we have no 
right to question the accuracy of his description, 
supported as it is by many traces in Plato, nor yet to 
twist it into its opposite by assuming that we have 
here only the beginnings of dialogues the real object 
of which must be a very different one. Their-accu- 
racy on the contrary is vouched for by the circum- 


in the passages quoted from 
Plato on p. 152, although the 
conception of the useful is 
somewhat extended there. 

> Compare the sound remarks 
of Striimpell, Gesch. d. Prakt. 
Phil d. Gr. 138, resulting in 
this: Socrates made no such 


distinction in kind in the con- 
ception of the ayabdy, as to 
regard the éya0iv belonging to 
virtues as moral good, all 
other good as good for the 
understanding only, and conse- 
quently as only useful and 
expedient, 
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stance,' that among the Socratic schools side by side 
with the morals of the Cynics and the criticism of 
the Megarians, a place was found too for the Cyrenaic 
doctrine of pleasure; and that the founders of these 
schools to all appearance were firmly persuaded that 
they reproduced the true spirit of the Socratic teach- 
ing. Had that teaching afforded them no foothold, 
this phenomenon would be hard to understand. In 
its essence the Socratic morality is anything but 
selfish. That fact does not, however, prevent its 
assuming the form of Eudemonism in its theoretical 
explanation. We do not complain of it as wanting 
in moral content, but as wanting in philosophic 


precision. 


To give a systematic account of moral actions was 


not a part of the intention of Socrates. 


' To which Hermann, Plat. i. 
257, rightly draws attention. 
When, however, this writer 
finds in the principle of utility 
(Ibid. p. 254 Ges. Abh. 232) 
or as he prefers to call it in 
the predominence of relative 
value not merely a weak point 
in the philosophy of Socrates, 
but at the same time an in- 
stance of Socratic modesty, one 
feels inclined to ask, wherein 
does this modesty consist? 
And when he connects here- 
with the more general doctrine, 
constituting in his view the 
main difference between the So- 
cratic dialectic and the Sophis- 
tic, and also the foundation of 
the Socratic teaching on the 
truth of universal conceptions, 
he appears to advocate a doc- 


His views. 


trine neither to be found in 
the Memorabilia (iii. 8, 4-7; 
10, 12; iv. 6,9; 2, 18), nor in 
the Hippias Major of Plato (p. 
288)—the latter by the way a 
very doubtful authority. It is 
indeed stated in these passages, 
that the good and the beauti- 
ful are only good and beautiful 
for certain purposes by virtue 
of their use, but not that every 
application of these attributes 
to a subject has only a relative 
validity. Under no circum- 
stances would the passage 
authorise a distinction between 
the Socratic and the So- 
phistic philosophy ; one of the 
characteristics of the Sophists 
consisting in their allowing 
only a relative value to all 
scientific and moral principles. 


MENTAL INDEPENDENCE. 


were from time to time expanded as occasion required. 
Chance has, to a certain extent, decided which of his 
dialogues should come down to us. Still it may be 
assumed that Socrates kept those objects more espe- 
cially in view, to which he is constantly reverting by 
preference according to Xenophon. Here in addi- 
tion to the general demand for moral knowledge, and 
for knowledge of self, three points are particularly 
prominent—1. The independence of the individual 
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as secured by the control of his wants and desires; . 


2. The nobler side of social life, as seen in friend- 
ship; 3. The furtherance of the public weal by a 
regulated commonwealth. To these may be added 
the question, 4. Whether, and In how far, Socrates 
exceeded the range of the ordinary morality of the 
Greeks by requiring love for enemies ? 

Not only was Socrates himself a model of self- 
denial and abstemiousness, but he endeavoured to 
foster the same virtues in his friends. What other 
subject was more often the topic’ of conversation 
than abstemiousness in the dialogues of Xenophon ? ! 


(1) Indivi- 
dual inde- 
pendence. 


And did not Socrates distinctly call moderation the . 


corner-stone of all virtue ?? On this point the ground 
he occupied was nearly the same as that which after- 
wards gained such importance for the schools of 

1 See the authorities p. 150, If Socrates had at all reflected, 


4, 6. : 

2 Mem. i. 5, 4: apd ye ob xph 
adyra ty8pa, irynoduevoy Thy 
éyxpdresay dperis elva: xpnwida, 
Tadrny sporny éy Th yuxn Kata- 
oxevdoarba: ; This does not con- 
tradict the assertion that all 
virtue consists in knowledge. 


he would have explained mode- 
ration as a kind of knowledge. 
The above quoted passage 
might then be taken to mean, 
that the. conviction of the 
worthlessness of sensual enjoy- 
ments must precede every other 
moral knowledge. 


M 
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the Cynics and Stoics; man can only become master 
of himself by being independent of wants, and by the 
exercise of his powers; while depending on the con- 
ditions and pleasures of the body, he resembles «a 
slave.' A philosopher who considers knowledge to 
be the highest good, will naturally insist upon the 
mind’s devoting itself, uninterrupted by the desires 
and appetites of the senses,’ to the pursuit of truth 
in preference to every other thing; and the less value 
he attaches to external things as such and the more 
exclusively he conceives happiness to be bound up 
with the intellectual condition of man,’ the more 
will he feel the call to carry these principles into 
practice, by really making himself independent of 
the external world. Other motives, however, which 
served as a standard for moralists of a later epoch, 
were unknown to Socrates. He was not only an 
ascetic in relation to the pleasures of the senses, but 
displayed less strictness than might have been antici- 
pated, neither shrinking from enjoyment, nor yet 
To continue master of himself 
in the midst of enjoyment, by the lucid clearness of 
his thoight—that was the aim which his moderation 
proposed to itself.‘ 


ii. ¥, 11; 1.2, 29; iii. 13, 3; and, 
in particular, iv. 5, 2; Symp. 8, 


2 This connection appears 


. early Mem. iv. 5, 6. When 


ocrates had shown that want 
moderation makes man a 
‘slave, whilst moderation makes 
him free, he continues: sodiay 


- 8 rd wéyioroy ayabdy ob Sone? 


got amelpyouca tay dvOpérov 7 
dnpacla eis rovvavrloy avrods ép- 
Bdd\Aew; for how can any one 
recognise and choose what is 
good and useful, if he is 
ruled by the desire of what is 
pleasant ? 

3 See pp. 141, 2; 1651. 

‘ See p. 74. 
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Strongest appears this character of the Socratic 
abstinence in the language he uses in reference to 
sensual impulses. However exemplary his own con- 
duct in this respect may have been, yet, in theory, he 
-does not object to the gratification of these impulses 
-out of wedlock, only requiring that it be not carried 
0 far as to exceed the requirements of the body, 
nor prove a hindrance to higher ends.! The leading 
‘thought of his moral teaching is not so much strict 
purity as freedom of mind. 

This in itself purely negative condition of mo- 
rality receives its positive supplement when the 
individual places himself in connection with others. 
‘The simplest form of this connection is friendship. 
Socrates, as we have already remarked, can only de- 
fend this relation on the ground of its advantages ; 
still there can be no mistaking the fact that it 


CHAP. 


(2) 
Friend- 
ship. 


possessed both for himself and for his philosophy a . 


‘deeper meaning. For this, if for no other reason, 
it was cultivated by preference, and discussed in all 
‘the Socratic schools. When knowledge and morality 
so fully coincide as they do from Socrates’ point of 
view, an ‘intellectual association of individuals is 


1 Mem. i. 3, 14: ofrw 8) wal the harm it does to property, 


-appodioidfew rovs ph aopadds 
Exovras «pds adpodloi Pero 
Xpiva: wpds Toavra, ola ph wdvu 
Ley Seoudvov rod odparos ovK ay 
wpoodétaron yuxn, Seopévou 5é obk 
“dy mpdypara wapexo:. The last 
remark applies partly to the 
prejudicial workings of pas- 
sion, which makes a slave of 
man, and deters him from 
what is good, and partly to 


honour, and personal security. 
Socrates considers it ridiculous 
to incur danger and trouble 
for the sake of an enjoyment, 
which could be procured in a 
so much simpler manner from 
any common girl. Mem. ii. 1, 
5; 2, 4. The use which the 
Cynics made of these principles 
will be seen hereafter. 
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inconceivable without a more extended community 
of life. These personal relations become, too, all 
the more necessary in proportion as the thinker fails 
to be satisfied with his own thinking, and feels a 
need for investigation in common with others and 
for mutual interchange of ideas. Just as in the case 
of the Pythagorean league, from a common pursuit 
of morality and religion, a lively feeling of clan- 
ship, a fondness for friendship and brotherhood was 
developed, as in other cases, too, like causes produced 
like results, so, in the Socratic school the blending 
of moral and intellectual interests was the ground of 
a more intimate connection of the pupils with the 
teacher, and amongst themselves, than could have 
resulted from an association of a purely intellectual 
character. The question can hardly be asked, which 
came first with him, which afterwards; whether the | 
need of friendship determined Socrates to a con-- 
tinuous dialogue, or the need of a common enquiry 
drew him towards all having a natural turn this way. 
His peculiarity rather consists in this—and this it is. 
which makes him the philosophic lover drawn by 
Plato—that he could neither in his research dispense 
with association with others, nor in his intercourse 
with research. & 

Accordingly in Socrates are found impressive dis-. 
cussions as to the value and nature of friendship.' 
In these he always comes back to the point, that true- 
friendship can only exist amongst virtuous men,, 
being for them altogether natural and necessary 3. 

1 Mem, ii. 4-6. 
aT) 
/ we 


é 
’ 
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true friends, he says, will do everything for one an- 
other. Virtue and active benevolence ! are the only 
means for securing friends. From this platform the 
prevailing custom is then criticised. Socrates not 
only allows friendship to assume the Greek form of 
affection for boys and men, but he adopts that form 
of it himself, hardly only out of mere deference to 
others.? In applying, however, his own moral prin- 
ciples to this relation, he opposes the prevailing 
errors, and demands a reformation, in order that the 
sensual conception cf Eros may be transformed into 
the moral conception of Friendship.? True love, he 
declares, can only then be said to exist when the good 
of the loved object is sought disinterestedly; not 
when, with reckless selfishness, aims are pursued and 
means employed by which both persons become con- 
temptible to one another. Only by an unselfish love 


can fidelity and constancy be secured. The plea that 


the complaisance of the one buys the kindly offices 
of another for its complete training is wholly a mis- 
taken one; for immorality and immodesty can never 
be means to moral ends.‘ 

It really seems that with these principles Socrates 
was enunciating to his edtemporaries a new truth, or 


1 Similar explanations are 
worked into the Platonic Lysis, 
but probably in too free a man- 
ner for us to be able to gain 
from them any information 
respecting Socrates. 

2 Xen. Symp. 8, 12, the lead- 
ing thought of which at least 
is Socratic. Mem. i. 2, 29; 3, 


8; ii. 6, 31. 

s Symp. 8, 27: od yap ofdy re 
wovnpa abrdy roiwtvra dyabby Toy 
obvovra kwodeita, oddé ye dvai- 
oxuvtiay nal dxpaclay wapexé- 
pevoy éyxparh Kal aidovpevoy roy 
épomevov worhoa, 

4 See p. 75. 
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at least recalling to their memories one long since 
forgotten.! On the other hand, in his low estimate 
of marriage he agreed with his fellow-countrymen.. 
This was no doubt partly. the cause of the Greek 
affection for boys; partly, too, it was a consequence 
favoured thereby.? Whilst assuming in women a. 
moral disposition similar to that of men,’ whilst even. 
maintaining with intellectual Women an instructive 
interchange of opinions, he still speaks of married. 
life in terms more in keeping with the husband of 
Xanthippe, than with the friend of Aspasia. He 
allows that a clever woman is as useful for the house- 
hold as a man, and he reproaches men for not caring 
about the education of their wives,‘ but he considers. 
the procreation of children the end of marriage,* and: 
his own conduct shows little love for domestic life.® 
His social and his personal instincts are satisfied by 
friendly intercourse with men; in their society he 
sees a means of fulfilling his peculiar mission as an 
educator of mankind ; apart herefrom, with the pecu- 
liarity of a Greek, he considers the state, and not the 
family, to be the chief object of moral action. 


1 Conf. Plato, Symp. 178, C. ; 
180, C.; 217, E. 

2 Conf. Plato, Symp. 192, A. 

* See p. 145, 2. 

4 Xen. Hc. 3, 10; but the 
question may be raised, in how 
far thé substance of these re- 
marks applies to Socrates him- 
self. Symp. 2, 9. 

5 Mem. ii. 2, 4. 

6 If in addition to the trait 


‘described by Plato, Pheedo, 60, 


A., the character of Xanthippe 
(which has no pretensions to 
great tenderness) be considered 
the joking character of the 
conversation in Xen. Symp. 2, 
10, being thrown into the. 
scale against the passages in 
Plato, Apol. 34, D., the balance- 
of probability is, that Socrates. 
lived almost entirely in ‘public, 
and almost never at home. 


THE STATE. 


Of the importance of the state, and the obliga- 


tions towards the same, a very high notion indeed is - 


entertained by Socrates: he who would live amongst 
men, he says, must live in a state, be it as a ruler or 
as ruled.! He requires, therefore, the most uncondi- 
tional obedience to the laws, to such an extent that 
the conception of justice is reduced to that of obe- 
dience to law,? but he desires every competent man 
to take part in the administration of the state, the 
well-being of all individuals depending on the well- 
being of the community.* These principles were 
really carried into practice by him throughout life. 
With devoted self-sacrifice his duties as a citizen 
were fulfilled, even death being endured in order that 
he might not violate the laws. Even his philosophic 
labours were regarded as the fulfilment of a duty to 
the state ;° and in Xenophon’s Memorabilia we see 
him using every opportunity of impressing able 
people for political services, of deterring the incom- 
petent, of awakening officials to a sense of their 
duties, and of giving them help in the administra- 
tion of their offices.6 He himself expresses the 
political character of these efforts most tellingly, by 
including’ all virtues under the conception of the 
ruling art.® 


1 Mem. ii. 1, 12. 291, B., woAirieh stands for 
2 See p. 148, 1. BaciA:k;). | 

$ Mem. iii. 7, 9. ® Accordingly the story told 
4 See p. 76. by Cicero, Tusc. v. 37, 108, and 
5 See pp. 65, 7; 68, 2. Plut. de Exil. c. 5, p. 600, 
6 Mem. iii. 2-7. Epict. Diss. i. 9, 1 (Conf. Mu- 


7 Baoirseh réxvn in Mem.ii. son. in Stod. Floril. 40, 9), that 
1,17; iv. 2,11. Plato, Euthyd. in answer to the question, to 
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_ Whilst thus doing homage to the old Greek view 
of the state, in other respects he deviates from it 
widely. If knowledge is the condition of all true 
virtue, it is also the condition of all political virtue ; 
all the more so in proportion as the conception of 
political virtue is the higher one. Hence everyone 
who aspires to the position of a statesman is required 
to prepare himself for this calling! by a thorough 
self-sifting and a course of intellectual labour; and 
conversely, Socrates only recognises capacity or right 
to political position where this condition is fulfilled. 
Neither the possession of power, nor the good fortune 
of acquiring it by lot or popular election, but only 
knowledge makes the ruler.? As regards the rule of 


what country he belonged, he 
replied that he was a citizen of 
the world, cannot command 
credit, and the question itself 
sounds strange as addressed to 
Socrates in Athens. In Plato's 
Crito and Apol. 37, C., he uses 
language very different from 
the later cosmopolitan philoso- 
phers. Probably one of these 
attributed to him the above 
story. 

1 Mem. iii. 6, particularly 
towards the end; iv. 2, 6; 
Plato, Symp. 216, A. See’ p. 
55, 6. 

2 Mem. iii. 9,10: BactAcis 5 
kal &pxovras od robs Ta oKinTpa 
Exovras Epn elvat, ov5e tobs brd 
Tay tuxdyrwy alpebévras, obde 
Tous KAhpy Aaxdéyras, ov5E Tous 
Biacaydévous, ov8t robs éfaxarh- 
cavras, GAAd Tovs émorapyévous 
&pxew: in all other cases obedi- 
ence is given to men of pro- 
fessional knowledge ;—which 


is then illustrated by the ex- 
ample of physicians, pilots, 
and others. Similarly in Mem. 
lii. 5, 21; iv. 2, 2; iii. 1, 4; 
Ibid. 4,6: réyw %ywye, ds Brov 
iy Tis mpootatein éay yryvoonn 
te oy Sef nad taira sropl(ecbu 
Sivntat, &yabds by efn aportd- 
rns. Similar views are advo- 
cated by Plato with the same 
illustrations, Polit. 297, D., 
and they appear to have been 
generally held in the school 
of Socrates. Accordingly the 
accuser Xen. Mem. i. 2, 9, 
charges Socrates with having 
contributed to bring existing 
institutions into contempt: 
Aéywr ds pwpay eis rods py ris 
mwéAews &pxovras ard Kuduov Kab- 
icracOas, kuBepyvirn 8 pndéva 
Odrcw KexpicOar Kuapeurg punded 
TéexTovt und avdrnry und’ én’ HAAG 
toavTa, and Xenophon does 
not deny the accuracy of this 
statement, but. only attempts 


THE STATE. 


the majority, his judgment is, that it is impossible: 


for a statesman desirous for right and justice to hold 
his own against it; hence, where it prevails, what 
else can an upright man do but withdraw to private 
life ? 

A political principle was here advocated, which 
brought Socrates not only into collision with the 
Athenian democracy, but with the whole political 
administration of Greece. In place of the equality 
of all, or the preference accorded to birth and 
wealth, he demanded an aristocracy of intelligence ; 
in place of citizen-rulers, a race of intellectually edu- 
‘cated officials; in place of a government of tribes 
and people, a government’ by professional adepts, 
‘which Plato, consistently’ developing the principles 
of Socrates, attempted to realise in his philosophic 
community.' Socrates is here observed following 
in the track which the Sophists first struck out, 
being themselves the first to offer and to declare 
necessary a preparatory intellectual training for a 
statesman’s career. Still what he aimed at was in 
point of substance very different from what they 
aimed at. For him the aim of politics was not 
the power of the individual, but the well-being of the 
community ; the object of training was not to acquire 
personal dexterity, but to attain truth; the means of 
culture was not the art of persuasion, but the science 
-of what really is. Socrates aimed at a knowledge by 
means of which the state might be reformed, the 


to prove the harmlessness of 1 Plato, Apol. 31, E.; conf. 
such principles. Rep. vi. 496, C. 


t> 
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Sophists at one by means of which it might be 
governed. 

The aristocratic tone of this view of the state 
appears to be contradicted by the ease with which 
Socrates rose above the social prejudices of his. 
nation, meeting the ruling contempt for trade by the 
maxim that no useful activity, be it what it may,. 
but only idleness and activity need call forth shame. 
Still both come from a common source. For just as 
Socrates will have the position of the individual in 
the state settled according to his achievements, so 
conversely he will have every action appreciated 
which leads to any good result.! Here, as elsewhere,. 
the conception of good is his highest standard. 

One consequence of the political character of 
Greek morality was that the problem proposed to the 
virtuous man was customarily summed up as doing 
good to friends and harm to foes. This very defini- 
tion is put into the mouth of Socrates? by Xenophon, 
who likewise considers it most natural to feel pain at. 
the success of enemies. On the other hand, in one 
of the earliest and most historical of Plato's dia-— 


1 Mem. i. 2, 56. In keeping 
with this, he urges a friend 
(ii. 7) to employ the maids of 


his house in wool work, and . 


another (ii. 8) to seek for occu- 
pation as a steward, refuting 
in both cases the objection, 
that st gh an occupation was 


ae. 4.2, and 6, 5), 
swell known that 
also. Socrates speaks 


as the son of a poor labourer. 
Xenophon and Plato as men of 
rank and property. 

2 Mem. ii. 6, 35 : nal 8ri Fyvw-. 
kas dvdpos dperhy elvat vingy tous 
pev olrous ed wowotvra Tots SE 
exOpovs Kakas. 

§ Mem. iii. 9, 8: pOdvow 3& 
oxonay Sri eln, Abwny pév Tua, 
efetpioxey abtoy dyra, obre pévtor. 
thy ém olrawy aruxlas ofre rhy 
ex’ €x Spay ebruxlais yryvoueyny.. 


LOVE FOR ENEMIES. 


logues,' Socrates declares it to be wrong to injure 
another : injury is the same thing as wrong-doing, 
and wrong-doing may never be permitted, not even 
towards one from whom wrong-doing has been suf- 
fered. The contradiction of these two accounts is 
hard to get over:? for assuming it to be granted 


that the Socrates of Xenophon is only speaking from . 


a popular point of view, still the fact would remain 
that Xenophon cannot have been conversant with 
explanations such as those given by Plato. No doubt 
Plato’s account even in the Crito cannot be regarded 
as strictly conformable to truth ; still it may well be 
questioned whether he can be credited with such a 
flagrant deviation from his master’s teaching * as this 
would be. That there is such a possibility cannot be 
denied; we must then be content to leave it in 
uncertainty as to which were the real principles of 
Socrates on this subject.‘ 


1 Crito 49, A. Also Rep. i. 
334, B. 

2 The remark of Meiners 
(Gesch. der Wissenschaft. ii. 
456) will not pass muster that 
Socrates considered it allow- 
able to do harm (bodily) to 
enemies, but not to injure 
them in respect of their true 
well-being, Xenophon express- 
ly allowing kaxés woety while 
Plato as expressly forbids it. 

* See p. 153. 

4 Still less are we justified 
in asserting—as Hildebrand 
appears inclined to do (‘ Xeno- 
phont. et Arist. de (conomia 
publica Doctrina, part i. Marb. 
1845)—that Socrates was in 


principle opposed to slavery. 
If he held many things which 
according to Greek prejudices 
belonged to slaves not to be 
unworthy of a free-man, it by 
no means follows that he dis- 
approved of slavery; and the 
view that slavery is contrary 
to nature (mentioned by Avis- 
totle, Polit. i. 3) is not attri- 
buted to Socrates as its author. 
Had it belonged to him, it 
would undoubtedly have been 
so mentioned. Bi ibe whole 
connection does 
crates, to whom 
between vce: 
foreign. We «| 
think of the C 


CHAP. 
VII. 


A. Subor- 
dination of 
means to 
ends in 
natwre. 
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CHAPTER VIII. 


CONTINUATION. ON NATURE. GOD AND MAN. 


ENQUIRIES into nature, we have seen, did not form 
part of the scheme of Socrates. Nevertheless, the 
line of his speculations led him to a peculiar view of 
nature and its design. One who so thoughtfully 
turned over the problem of human life from all sides 
as he did, could not leave unnoticed its countless re- 
lations to the outer world; and judging them by the 
standard which was his highest type—the standard 
of utility for man—could not but come to the con- 
viction that the whole arrangement of nature was 
subservient to the well-being of the human race, in 
short that it was adapted to a purpose and good.'! To 
his mind, however, all that is good and expedient 
appears of necessity to be the work of reason; for _ 
just as man cannot do what is useful without intelli- 

gence, no more is it possible for what is useful to 
exist without intelligence? His view of nature, 


1 For Socrates, as has been 
already shown, understands by 
the good what is ‘useful for 
man. 

2 See Mem: i. 4, 2, in which 
the argument from analogy is 
most clearly brought out. So- 


crates is desirous of convincing 
a friend of the existence of the 
Gods, and hence proposes the 
question: Whether more intel- 
ligence is not required to pro- 
duce living beings than to pro- 
duce paintings like those of 


VIEWS OF NATURE. 


therefore, was essentially that of a relation of means 
to ends, and that not a deeper relation going into the 
inner bearings of the several parts, and the purpose 
of its existence and growth inherent in every natural 
being. On the contrary, all things are referred as a 
matter of experience to the well-being of man as 
their highest end, and that they serve this purpose is 
also set forth simply as a matter of fact, and as due 
to a reason which, like an artificer, has endued them 
with this accidental reference to purpose. 
Socratic ethics, the wisdom regulating human actions 
becomes a superficial reflection as to the use of par- 
ticular acts, so, too, Socrates can only conceive of the 
wisdom which formed the world in a manner equally 
superficial. He shows! what care has been taken to 
provide for man, in that he has light, water, fire, and 
air, in that not only the sun shines by day, but also 
the moon and the stars by night ; in that the heavenly 
bodies serve for divisions of seasons, that the earth 
brings forth food and other necessaries, and that the 
change of seasons prevents excessive heat or cold. 
He reminds of the advantages which are derived 
from cattle, from oxen, from pigs, horses, and other 


As in the . 


Polycletus and Zeuxis? Aristo- 
demus will only allow this 
conditionally, and in one special 
case, dxep ye ph ToXp tiv GAD’ 
bxd yvduns TaitTa yeyéynra, but 
he is immediately met by So- 
crates with the question: Tray 
3¢ drexpdpras éxdvrwy Srou Evend 
dort kal trav pavepas én’ perdi 
ivrov wérepa réxns, nal wérepa 
yduns Epya xplvas; Noéwe a 


he is obliged to confess, ra éx’ 
w@perela yivdpeva yvduns elvas 
ya. Compare also Plato, 
Phzedo, 29, A., although, ac- 
cording to what has been said, 
p- 59, we have not in this pas- 
sage a strictly historical ac- 
count, and Arist. M. Mor. i. 1; 
1183, b, 9. 
' Mem. i. 4; iv. 3. 
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animals. To prove the wisdom of the Craftsman who 
made man,’ he refers to the organism of the human 
body, to the structure of the organs of sense, to the 
erect posture of man, to the priceless dexterity of his 
hands. He sees a proof of a divine Providence in 
the natural impulse for propagation and self-preser- 
vation, in the love for children, in the fear of death. 
He never wearies of exalting the intellectual advan- 
tages of man, his ingenuity, his memory, his intelli- 
gence, his language, his religious disposition. He 


_e@onsiders it incredible that a belief in God and in 


Providence should be naturally inborn in all men, 
and have maintained itself from time immemorial, 
clinging not to individuals only in the ripest years 
of their age, but to whole nations and communities, 
unless it were true. He appeals also to special 
revelations vouchsafed to men for their good, either 
by prophecy or portent. Unscientific, doubtless, 
these arguments may appear, still they became in the 
sequel of importance for philosophy. 

As Socrates by his moral enquiries, notwithstand- 
ing all their defects, is the founder of a scientific 
doctrine of morals, so by his theory of the relation 
of means to ends, notwithstanding its popular 
characterg he is the founder of that ideal view of 
nature which ever after reigned supreme in the 
natural philosophy of the Greeks, and which with 
all its abuses has proved itself of so much value 


1 In Mem. i. 4,12, a remark téav aopodiclwy jdovdas tots pty 
is found indicative of the popu- &AdAats (gos Sodva: weprypdipayras 
lar character of these general ov Erous xpdvov, jpiv 5¢ ovvexas 
considerations: 1d 5¢ «al ras péxpt yhpws ravra wapéxew. 


“CONCEPTION OF GOD. 


for the empirical study of nature. True, he was not 
himself aware that he was:engaged on natural 
‘science, having only considered the relation of means 
to ends in the world, in the moral interest of piety. 
Still from our previous remarks it follows how closely 
his view of nature was connected with the theory of 
the knowledge of conceptions, how even its defects 
were due to the universal imperfection of his intel- 
lectual method. 

Asking further what idea we should form to our- 
selves of creative reason, the reply is, that Socrates 
mostly speaks of Gods in a popular way as many,! no 
‘doubt thinking, in the first place, of the Gods of the 
popular faith.? Out of this multiplicity the idea of the 
oneness of God,* an idea not unknown to the Greek 
religion, rises with him into prominence, as is not 
infrequently met with at that time.* In one passage 
he draws a curious distinction between the creator 
and ruler of the universe and the rest of the Gods.° 


Have we not here that 


1 Mem. i. 1,19; 3,3; 4,11; 
iv. 3, 3. 

: Mem. iv. 3, 16. 

* Compare Zeller’s Introduc- 
tion to his Philos. d. Griechen, 
p. 3. 


apxijs woi@v dvOpeéwous,—copov 
tivos Syusotpyou Kal piroféov— 
Toy Tov Beov dpbadrpdy, Thy Tov 
Beod ppdynory. 

5 Mem. iv. 3, 13. The Gods 
are invisible; of re yap &AAo 
huiy Th Gyabe Sddyvres ovddéy 
tovray eis robupaves idvres 513da- 
ow, wal 6 Tov 8dov ndapov ovvrdr- 


‘Mem. i. 4, 5; 7, 17: 6 & 


union of polytheism and 


Tov rekal ouvéxwy, dy p rdvra 
KaAd Kat dyabd dort, wal del perv 
xpwpévors arpiBH tre Kal iyia 
Kal ayhparoy xapéxwy, Garroy 
3¢ vohparos avauaprirws sdanpe- 
TovvTa, ovros Ta péyiora poy 
apdrtwy dpara, tdBe 8& oixovo- 
pay &dparos nuiy dori. Krische’s 
argument (Forsch. 220) to prove 
that this language is spurious, 
although on his own showing 
it was known to Phsedrus, 
Cicero, and the writer of the 
treatise on the world, appears 
inconclusive. 


B. God 
and the 
worship of 
God. 

(1) Popu- 
lar use of 
the term 
Gods. 
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Cuarp. monotheism, so readily suggested to a Greek by his 


coe mythology, which consisted in reducing the many 
Gods to be the many instruments of the One Supreme 
God ? 
(2) God In as far as Socrates was led to the notion of One 
hare ea Supreme Being by the reasonable arrangement of the 
i id world, the idea which he formed to himself of this 
WOT ta. 


Being (herein resembling Heraclitus and Anaxagoras) 
was as the reason of the world, which he conceives 
of as holding the same relation to the world that the 
soul does to the body.! Herewith are most closely 
connected his high and pure ideas of God as a being 
invisible, all-wise, all-powerful, present everywhere. 
As the soul, without being visible, produces visible 
effects in the body, so does God in the world. As 
the soul exercises unlimited dominion over the small 
portion of the world which belongs to it, its indivi- 
dual body, so God exercises dominion over the whole 
world. As the soul is present in all parts of its body, 
so God is present throughout the Universe. And if 
the soul, notwithstanding the limitations by which it 
is confined, can perceive what is distant, and have 
thoughts of the most varied kinds, surely the know- 


1 Mem. i. 4,8: ob 8 cadrdy 
dpdvendy te Soxeis Exew, BAA 
3e obdanod obdSty oles ppdyimov 
elvas. , . Kal rdde ra dwepneydbn 
kal wA700s &reipa (the elements, 
or generally, the parts of the 
world) 8° dppoctyny rid obfrws 
ote: ebrdxrws Exew; 17: xarduabe 
Sr: wat d ods vous dvdv 7d ody 
oaua Sxws BobrAera peraxerpl- 
(era: * olecbas ov xph Kal rh» éy 


T@~ xavTl ppdvnow 1a xdvra bros 
dy abr7y 750 7, obraglOerGat * Kal 
BH 7d ody pey Bupa SbvacOa eri 
WOAAG orddia ekicvetcOa, Toy dé 
TOD Oeod dpOarpudy adivarow elvas 
Gua wdvra dpay: pundt, rhy ohy 
bey Wuxhy xal wept trav evOdde nat 
wept tay dv Aiybary Kal Sede. 
dévacOa: pporvricerw, Thy 5¢ rov 
Oeod ppdynorw uh ixavhy elva: Gua 
wdyrov émiusArciobat. 
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ledge and care of God must be able to embrace all 


and more.'! Besides had not a belief in the provi- 


dential care of God been already ? taken for granted, 
in the argument for His existence from the relation 
of means to ends? Was not the best explanation of 
this care to be found in the analogous care which 
the human soul has for the body? A special proof 
of this providence Socrates thought to discern in 
oracles: by them the most important things, which 
could not otherwise be known, are revealed to man. 
It must then be equally foolish to despise oracles, or 
to consult them in cases capable of being solved by 
our own reflection.4 From this conviction followed, 
as a matter of course, the worship of God, prayer, 
sacrifices, and obedience.® 

As to the form and manner of worship, Socrates, 
as we already know,® wished every one to follow the 
custom of his people. At the same time he propounds 
purer maxims corresponding with his own idea of 
God. He would not have men pray for particular, 
least of all for external goods, but only to ask for 
what is good: for who but God knows what is ad- 
vantageous for man, or knows it so fully ? And, with 


1 Compage the wordsin Mem. év Oewy Y5ns ° also i. 1, 19. 
i. 4, 18: If you apply to the 2 Mem. iv. 3; i. 4, 6 and 11. 
Gods for prophecy, yvéon rd * Ibid. iv. 3, 12 and 16; i. 4, 
Ociov Sri rocovroy Kat rowovrdy 14. 
dorw, S00 dua mdvra dpay at ‘ Ibid. i. 1, 6. Conf. p.77, 3; 
wdyra &xovew Kal wayraxov wapet- 65, 5. 
ya, Ka) Sua xdytwv exipedActoOa ° + Compare Mem. iv. 3, 14; 
and the words, Ibid. iv. 3,12: ii. 2, 14. 
Sri 3é ye GAO Aéyw . . . yudon, © See p. 149, 1; 76, 7. 
dy ph dvaperys, ews dy Tas poppas 
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worship of 
God. 


178 


CHAP. 
VI. 


C. Dignity 
of man. 
His im- 
mortality. 
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regard to sacrifices, he declared that the greatness of 
the sacrifice is unimportant compared with the spirit 
of the sacrificer, and that the more pious the man, 
the more acceptable will the offering be, so that it 
correspond with his means.’ Abstaining on principle 
from theological speculations,? and not seeking to 
explore the nature of God, but to lead his fellow men 
to piety, he never felt the need of combining the 
various elements of his religious belief into one 
united conception, or of forming a perfectly consist- 
ent picture, and so avoiding the contradictions which 
that belief may easily be shown to contain.? 

A certain divine element Socrates, like others 
before him, thought to discern within the soul of 
man.‘ Perhaps with this thought is connected his 
belief in immediate revelations of God to the human 
soul, such as he imagined were vouchsafed to himself. 
Welcome as this theory must have been to a philoso- 
pher paying so close an attention to the moral and 
spiritual nature of man, it does not appear that 
Socrates ever attempted to support it by argument. 
Just as little do we find in him a scientific proof of 
the immortality of the soul, although he was inclined 
to this belief partly by his high opinion of the dignity 


1 Mem. i. 3, 2; iv. 3, 17. 

2 See p. 139, 2. 

* We have all the less reason 
for supposing with Dénis (His- 
toire des Théories et des Idées 
morales dans 1’Antiquité, Paris 
et Strasb. 1856, i. 79), that So- 
crates, like Antisthenes, spared 
polytheism from regard to the 
needs of the masses, whilst 


believing in only one God. 
This assumption would belie 
not only the definite and re- 
peated assertions of Xenophon, 
but also Socrates’ unflinching 
love of truth. 

4 Mem. iv. 3, 14: @AAa phy 
kal dvOpéwou ye ux, eleep 7: xal 
BAAo Trav dvOpwrlywv, rov Oclov 
per €xes, 


IMMORTALITY OF THE SOUL. 


of man, partly, too, on grounds of expediency.! Nay, 
rather, in Plato’s. Apology,? at a moment when the 
witholding of a conviction can least be supposed, he 
expressed himself on this question with much doubt 
and caution.? The language, too, used by the dying 
Cyrus in Xenophon ‘ agrees so well herewith, that we 
are driven to assume that Socrates considered the 
existence of the soul after death to be indeed pro- 
bable, without, however,® pretending to any certain 
knowledge on the point. It was accepted by him as 
an article of faith, the intellectual grounds for which 
belonged no doubt to those problems which surpass 


the powers of man.°® 


1 Compare Hermann in Mar- 
burger Lectionskatalog, 1835-6, 
Plat. 684. 

2 40, C. ; after his condemna- 
tion. 

8 Death is either an external 
sleep, or a transition to a new 
life, but in neither case is it an 
evil. 

4 Cyrop. viii. 7, 10. Several 
reasons are first adduced in fa- 
vour of immortality, but they 
need to be greatly strengthened 
to be anything like rigid proofs. 
(Compare particularly § 19 
with Plato’s Phsdo, 105, C.) 
In conclusion, the possibility of 
the soul’s dying with the body 
is left an open question, but in 
either case death is stated to 
be the end of all evils. 

5 He actually says in Plato, 
Apol. 29, A. Conf. 37, B.: 
death is feared as the greatest 
evil, whilst it may be the 
greatest good: @ya dé. . . obk 
el3as ixavds wep) r&v éy ’Aldov 
o8tw nad ofouc: obi cidévas, 


® The above description of 
the philosophy of Socrates 
rests on the exclusive autho- 
rity of Xenophon, Plato, and 
Aristotle. What later writers 
say is for the most part taken 
from these sources, and when- 
ever it goes beyond them, there 
is no guarantee for its accu- 
racy. It is, however, just pos- 
sible that some genuine utter- 
ances of Socrates may have 
been preserved in the writings 
of Aschines and others, which 
are omitted by our authorities. 
In that category place the 
statement of Cleanthes quoted 
by Clement (Strom. ii. 417, D.), 
and repeated by Cicero (Off. iii. 
3,11), that Socrates taught the 
identity of justice and happi- 
ness, cursing the man who first 
made a distinction between 
them: the statements in Cic. 
Off. ii. 12, 43 (taken from Xen. 
Mem. ii. 6, 39; conf. Cyrop. i. 
6, 22); in Seneca, Epist. 28, 2; 
104, 7 (travelling is of no good 
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to fools); 71, 16 (truth and 
virtue are identical); in Plut, 
Ed. Pu. c. 7, p. 4, on education 
(the passage in c. 9 is an inac- 
curate reference to Plato, Gorg. 
470, D.); Cons. ad Apoll. c. 9, 
p. 106, that if all sufferings 
had to be equally divided, 
every one would gladly pre- 
serve his own: Conj. Prec. 
ce. 25, p. 140 (Diog. ii. 33; 
Exe. e Floril. Joan. Damase. ii. 
B. 98; Stob. Floril. ed. Mein. 
iv., 202), on the moral use of 
the looking glass; Ser. Num. 
Vind. c. 5, p. 550, deprecating 
anger; in Demet. Byz. quoted 
by Diog. ii. 21, (Gell. N. A. xiv. 
6, 5), Muson. in the Exc e 
Floril. Jo. Dam. ii. 13, 126, 
p. 221, Mein, that philosophy 
ought to confine itself to 3, r: 
Tot ev weydpowt, candy r’ dyabdy 


Te Téruxras; (others attribute . 


the words to Diogenes or Aris- 
tippus) Cic. de Orat. 1. 47, 204: 
Socrates said that his only wish 
was to stimulate to virtue; 
where this succeeded, the rest 
followed of itself (a statement 
thoroughly agreeing with the 
views of the Stoic Aristo, and 
probably coming from him. 
Conf. Zeller, Stoics, Epicureans, 
&c., p. 60; in Diog. ii. 30, blaming 
thesophistry of Euclid ; in Diog. 
ii. 31 (undoubtedly from some 
Cynic or Stoic treatise) that 


intelligence is the only good, 
ignorance the only evil, and 
that riches and noble birth do 
more harm than good; in Diog, 
ii. 32, that to marry or to ab- 
stain from marriage is equally 
bad; in Gell. xix. 2, 7 (Athen. 
iv. 158; Plut. And. Poet. 4, 
p. 21), that most men live to 
eat, whilst he eats to live; in 
Stob. Ekl. i. 54, giving a defini- 
tion of God; Ibid. ii. 356, 
Floril. 48, 26 (conf. Plato, 
Legg. i. 626, E.), that self- 
restraint is the best form of 
government; in Teles. apud 
Stob. Floril. 40, 8, blaming the 
Athenians for banishing their 
best, and honouring their worst 
men, and the apophthegmata 
in Valer. Maz. vii. 2, Ext. 1. 
A large number of sayings 
purporting to come from So- 
crates are quoted by Plutarch 
in his treatises and by Stobzeus 
in his Florilegium ; some, too, 
by Seneca. Most of them, how- 
ever, are colourless, or else 
they aim at being epigram- 
matic, which is a poor substi- 
tute for being genuine. Alto- 
gether their number makes 
them very suspicious. Probably 
they were taken from a collec- 
tion of proverbs which some 
later writer published under 
the name of Socratic proverbs. 


ACCURACY OF XENOPHON’S DESCRIPTION. 


CHAPTER IX. 


RETROSPECT. XENOPHON AND PLATO. SOCRATES 
AND THE SOPHISTS. 


Looxine back from the point now reached to the 


question raised before, as to which of his biographers 


we must look to for a historically accurate account 
of Socrates and his teaching, we must indeed admit, 
that no one of them is so satisfactory an authority as 
any original writings or verbal reports of the utter- 
ances of the great teacher would. have been.' So 
much, however, is patent at once, that the personal 
character of Socrates, as pourtrayed by both Xenophon 
and Plato, is in all essential points, one and the same. 
Their descriptions supplement one another in some 
few points, contradicting each other in none. Nay 
more, the supplementary portions may be easily in- 
serted in the general picture, present before the eyes 
of both. Moreover the philosophy of Socrates is not 
in the main represented by Plato and Aristotle in a 
a different light from what it is by Xenophon, pro- 
vided those parts only in the writings of Plato be 
taken into account which undoubtedly belong to So- 


1 Conf. p. 98. 
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crates, and in the Socrates of Xenophon a distinction 
be drawn between the thought underlying his utter- 
ances and the commonplace language in which it was 
clothed. Even in Xenophon, Socrates expresses the 
opinion that true knowledge is the highest thing, and 
that this knowledge consists in a knowledge of con- 
ceptions only. In Xenophon, too, may be observed all 
the characteristics of that method by means of which 
Socrates strove to produce knowledge. In his pages 
likewise, virtue is reduced to knowledge, and this 
position is supported by the same arguments, and 
therefrom are deduced the same conclusions, as in 
Aristotle and Plato. In short, all the leading features 
of the philosophy of Socrates are preserved by Xeno- 


, phon; granting as we always must that he did not 
‘understand the deeper meaning of many a saying, and 


therefore failed to give it the prominence it deserved. 
Now and then for the same reason he used a cgm- 
monplace expression instead of a philosophical one ; 
for instance, substituting for, ‘ All virtue is a know- 
ing, with less accuracy, ‘ All virtue is knowledge.’ 
Nor need we feel surprise that the defects of the 
Socratic philosophy, its popular and prosaic way of 
treating things, the want of system in its method, 
the utilitarian basis of its moral teaching should 
appear more prominently in Xenophon than in Plato 
and Aristotle, considering the brevity with which 
Aristotle speaks of Socrates, and the liberty with 
which Plato expands the Socratic teaching both in 
point of substance and form. On the other hand, 
Xenophon’s description is confirmed partly by indi-' 


XENOPHON VINDICATED. 


vidual admissions of Plato,’ partly by its inward 
truth and conformity to that picture which we must 
make to ourselves of the first appearance of Socrates’ 
newly discovered principle. All then that can be con- 
ceded to the detractors of Xenophon is, that not fully 
understanding the philosophical importance of his 
teacher, he kept it in the background in his descrip- 
tion, and that in so far Plato and Aristotle are most 
welcome as supplementary authorities. But it can- 
not be allowed for one moment that Xenophon has 
in any respect given a false account of Socrates, or 
that it is impossible to gather from his description 
the true character and importance of the doctrine of 
his master. 

It may indeed be said that this estimate of Xeno- 
phon is at variance with the position which Socrates 
is known to have held in history. As Schleiermacher 
observes ;? ‘ Had Socrates done nothing but discourse 
on subjects beyond which the Memorabilia of Xeno- 
phon never go, albeit in finer and more brilliant 
language, it is hard to understand how it was, that 
in so many years he did not empty the marketplace 
and the workshop, the public walks and the schools, 
by the fear of his presence ; how he so long satisfied 
an Alcibiades and a Critias, a Plato, and a Euclid ; 
how he played the part assigned to him in the dia- 
logues of Plato; in short, how he became the founder 
. and type of the philosophy of Athens.’ Fortunately 
in Plato himself we have a valuable testimony to the 


1 See above, pp. 80; 150, 1. 2 Werke, iii. 2, 259, 287. 
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accuracy of Xenophon’s description. To what does 
his Alcibiades appeal when anxious to disclose the 
divine element concealed under the Silenus-like 
appearance of the Socratic discourses? To what 
does his admirable description of the impression 
produced on him by Socrates go back?! What is it 
which to his mind has been the cause of the revolu- 
tion and change in the inner life of Greece? What 
but the moral observations which in Xenophon form 


1 Symp. 215, E.: 8rav yap 
axotw [wxpdrovs] woAG por par- 
hov )} rév KopuBayridéyrwy } Te 
xaptia wndG Kal Sdxpva exxeirat 
bxd trév Adywr Tay Tobrov. dpe 
3& xal &AAovs waywéAAous 7a 
alta wdoxovras: this was not 
the case with other speakers, 
obdt reOopdBytd pov % Yuxy odd’ 
Hyavaure: &s avdparodwids d10- 
xecuévov, (similarly Euthydemus 
in Xen. Mem. iv. 2, 39) aaa’ 
txd rovrout Tov Mapovov wuAAdis 
8) obra diereOyny, Sore por Sdku 
By Biordy elvac Exovtt as Exmw 

. dvaynd le: ydp we duodoyeiy 
Sri wWoAAOD évdehs dv ards ers 
épavrod pty &ucrdé 7a 8 "AOnvaley 
apdtrmw ... (conf. Mem. iv. 
2; iii. 6) wérov0a 3t xpds TodToy 
pdvoy avOpéxwv, & ob ky ts 
ofoiro év éuol éveiva:r, rd alo xd- 
verb dvtivoiy . . . . Spareretw 
ody ab’rdy Kal detyw, nal 8ray 
Bw aicxvvouat TA apodroynpéva: 
kal woAAdis pty ndéws dy Wom 
abroy un byta éy a&vOpdras: ci & 
ad ruitro yévoito, eb 015’ 8ri odd 
peiCov dy axGoluny, Sore ovx Exo, 
8 rt xphoopa: tolTy TE avOpdry. 
Tb. 221, D.: nal of Adyor abrov 
éuotdrarol eiot Tots SescAnvois rots 
Siovyopévors . . . Sioryopévous Be 


Way by tis Kal évrds abray yryvd- 
pevos xpwrov pty voov Exovras 
tydov potvous eiphoe: ray Ad-yur, 
greta, Oeiordrovs Kal mwdAeior’ 
aydAuar’ dperijs év abrois Exovras, 
kal éxl wAciorov TelvyovTas, paad- 
Aov Bt én! wav B8cov mpoohKe 
cxoweiy TG péAAOvT: KaAG Ka- 
yab@ tceoOa, Alberti’s (p. 78) 
objections to the above use of 
these passages resolve them- 
selves into this, that those ‘ele- 
ments of conversation which 
rivet the soul,’ which are not 
altogether wanting in Xeno- 
phon, are more frequent and 
noticeable in Plato, that there- 
fore the spirit of the Socratic 
philosophy comes out more 
clearly in Plato. Far from 
denying this, we grant it 
readily. The above remarks 
are not directed against the 
statement that Plato gives a 
deeper insight than Xenophon 
into the spirit of the Socratic 
teaching, but against Schleier- 
macher’s statement that the 
discourses of Socrates were 
essentially different in sub- 
stance and subject matter from 
those reported by Xenophon. 


VALUE OF HIS METHOD. 


the substance of the Socratic dialogues. These, and 
these only are dwelt upon by Socrates, speaking in 
Plato’s Apology! of his higher calling and his ser- 
vices to his country; it is his business to exhort 
others to virtue; and if he considers the attraction 


of his conversation to consist also in its critical at- 


tempts,” the reference is to a process of which many 
examples are to be found in Xenophon, that of con- 
vincing people of ignorance in the affairs of their 
calling. 

The effect produced by the discourses of Socrates 
need ‘not surprise us, were they only of the kind re- 
ported by Xenophon. The investigations of Socrates 
as he gives them, may often appear trivial and 
tedious ; and looking at the result with reference to 
the particular case, they may really be so. That 
the forger of armour must suit the armour to him 
who has to wear it:* that the care of the body is 
attended with many advantages:‘ that friends must 
be secured by kind acts and attention ;° these and 
such-like maxims, which are often lengthily discussed 
by Socrates, neither contain for us, nor can they have 
contained for his cotemporaries, anything new. The 
important element in these inquiries, however, does 
not consist in their substance, but in their method, 


1 29, B.; 38, A.; 41, E. éterd(eyv. Conf. 33, B. An ex- 
2 Apol. 23, C.: mpds 8 rov- ample of such sifting is to be 
Tos of véot por éwakoAovOodyres found in the conversation of 
ofs pdrsora oXoAh éorw of ray Alcibiades with Pericles, Mem. 
wAovoiwrdrey abrduaro xalpov- i. 1, 40. . 
ow adxovovres eketaloudvwy ray 2 Mem. iii. 10, 9. 
dvOpérav, kal aivrol woAAdnis ene 4 Ibid. iii. 12, 4. 
umouvrat elra émixetpodow &AAous 5 Ibid. ii. 10, 6, 9. 
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In the fact that what was formerly unexplored hypo- 
thesis and unconscious guesswork, was now arrived 
at by a process of thinking. In making a too minute 
or pedantic application of this method, Socrates 
would not give the same offence to his cotemporaries 
as to us, who have not as they to learn for the first 
time the art of conscious thinking and emancipa- 
tion from the authority of blind custom.' Nay, did 
not the enquiries of the Sophists for the most part 
contain very much less, which notwithstanding their 
empty cavils, imparted an almost electrical shock to 
their age, simply and solely because even in its par- 
tial application, a power, new to the Greek mind, 
and a new method of reflection had dawned upon 
it? Had therefore Socrates only dealt with those | 
unimportant topics, upon which so many of his dia- 
logues exclusively turn, his immediate influence, at 
least on his cotemporaries, would still be intelligi- 
ble. 

These unimportant topics, however, hold a sub- 
ordinate position in Xenophon’s dialogues. Even in 
these dialogues the main thing seems to be real in- 
vestigations into the necessity of knowledge, into 
the nature of morality, into the conceptions of the 
various virtues, into moral and intellectual self- 
analysis; practical directions for the formation of 
conceptions ; critical discussions obliging the speakers 
to consider what their notions implied, and at what 
their actions aimed. Can we wonder that such inves- 


1 Comp. Hegel, Gesch. d. Phil. ii. 59. 
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tigations should have produced a deep impression on 
the cotemporaries of Socrates, and an entire change 
in the Greek mode of thought, as the historians una- 
nimously tell us?! or, that a keener vision should 
have anticipated behind those apparently common- 
place and unimportant expressions of Socrates, which 
his biographers unanimously record, a newly dis- 
covered world? For Plato and Aristotle it was re- 
served to conquer this new world, but Socrates was 
the first to discover it, and to point the way thereto. 
Plainly as we may see the shortcomings of his 
achievements, and the limits which his individual 
nature imposed on him, still enough remains to 
stamp him as the originator of the philosophy of con- 
ceptions, as the reformer of method, and as the first 
founder of a scientific doctrine of morals. 

The relation, too, of the Socratic philosophy to 
Sophistry will only become clear by considering the 
one-sided and unsatisfactory element in its method 
as well as its greatness and importance. This rela- 
tion as is well known has, during the last thirty years, 
been examined in various directions. There being 
a general agreement previously in accepting Plato’s 
view, and looking on Socrates as the opponent of 
the Sophists, Hegel first obtained currency for the 
contrary opinion, that Socrates shared with the 
Sophists the same ground in attaching importance 
to the person and to introspection.? In a some- 
what different sense, Grote* has still more recently 


' Conf. p. 80,1 and 2; 129; 122, 2. 2 See p. 116. 
* Hist. of Greece, viii. 479, 606. 
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contradicted the traditional notion of the antithesis 
between the Socratic philosophy and Sophistry. If 
Sophist means what the word from its history alone 
can mean, a public teacher educating youth for 
practical life, Socrates is himself the true type of a 
Sophist. If on the other hand it denotes the cha- 
racter of certain individuals and their teaching, it 
is an abuse to appropriate the term Sophistry to 
this purpose, or to group together under one class 
all the different individuals who came forward as 
Sophists. The Sophists were not a sect or a 
school, but a profession, men of the most varied 
views, for the most part highly deserving and meri- 
torious people, at whose views we have not the 
least reason to take offence. If then, Hegel and 
his followers attacked the common notion of the re- 
lation of Socrates to the Sophists, because Socrates, 
in one respect, agreed with the Sophists, Grote 
attacks it for the very opposite reason, because the 
most distinguished of the so-called Sophists are at 
one with Socrates. 

Our previous enquiries will have shown, that both 
views have their justification, but that neither is 
altogether right. It is indeed a false view of his- 
tory to contrast Socrates with the Sophists, in the 
same sense that true and false philosophy are con- 
trasted, or good and evil: and in this respect it 
deserves notice that in Xenophon, the contrast be- 
tween Socrates and the Sophists is not so great as in 
Plato,! nor yet in Plato nearly so great as it is drawn 


1 Compare Xen. Mem. iv. 4, Phil. d. Griech. Part L., p. 873, 
besides p. 69, 1 and Zller’s 1, 2. 
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by several modern writers.! Still the results of our 
previous enquiries? will not allow of our bringing 
Socrates, as Grote does in his valuable work, into so 
close a connection with men who are grouped to- 
gether under the name of Sophists, and who really 
in their whole tone and method bear so much resem- 
blance to him. The scepticism of a Protagoras and 
Gorgias cannot for a moment be placed on the same 
level with the Socratic philosophy of conceptions, 
nor the Sophistic art of controversy with the Socratic 
sifting of men; the maxim that man is the measure 
of all things, cannot be compared with the Socratic 
demand for action based on personal conviction,? 


! Proofs in Protagoras and 
Gorgias, Theetet. 151, D. ; 162, 
D.; 164, D.; 165, E.; Rep. i. 
354, A.; vi. 498, C. 

2 Zeller, Part I. 882, 938. 

* Asis done by Grote, Plato 
I.:305. Respecting Socrates’ 
explanation in Plato’s Crito 49, 
D., that he was convinced that 
under no circumstances is 
wrong-doing allowed, it is 
there observed ; here we have 
the Protagorean dogma Homo 
Mensura ... which Socrates 
will be found combating in 
the Thetetus. . . proclaimed 
by Socrates himself. How un- 
like the two are will however 
be seen at once by a moment’s 
reflection on Protagoras’ saying, 
Conf. Part I. 899... p. 259, 
535; iii. 479. Grote even as- 
serts that not the Sophists but 
Socrates was the chief quibbler 
in Greece; he was the first to 
destroy the beliefs of ordinary 
minds by his negative criti- 


cism, whereas Protagoras, Pro- 
dicus and Hippias used pre- 
vious authorities as they found 
them leaving untouched the 
moral notions current. II. 410 
and 428 he observes respect- 
ing Plato’s statement (Soph. 
232, B.) that the Sophists talk 
themselves and teach others to 
talk of things which they do 
not know, which Socrates did 
all his life long. In so saying, 
he forgets that Socrates in 
examining into the opinions 
of men neither pretends to 
better knowledge himself nor 
is content with the negative 
purpose of perplexing others. 
His aim was rather to substi- 
tute permanent conceptions for 
unscientific notions. He for- 
gets, also, that in the case of the 
Sophists, owing to their want 
of earnest intellectual feeling, 
owing to the shallowness of 
their method, owing to their 
denial of any absolute truth, 
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nor can the rhetorical display of the older Sophists, 
the dangerous and unscientific character of their later 
ethics be lost sight of. As regards the Hegelian 
grouping of Socrates among the Sophists, this has 
called forth a greater opposition than it deserves. 
The authors of this view do not deny that the Socratic 
reference of truth to the person differed essentially 
from that of the Sophists.! Neither they nor their 
opponents can deny that the Sophists were the first 
to divert philosophy away from nature to morals and 
the human mind, that they first required a basis for 
practical conduct in knowledge, a sifting of existing 
customs and laws, that they first referred to personal 
conviction the settling of truth and falsehood, right 
and wrong. Hence the dispute with them resolves 
itself into the question. Shall we say that Socrates 
and the Sophists resembled one another, both taking 
personal truth as their ground, but differing in their 
views of personal truth? or that they differed, the 
nature of their treatment being a different one, 
whilst they agreed in making it relative? Or to 
put the question in another shape:—There being 
both points of agreement and difference between 
them, which of the two elements is the more impor- 
tant and decisive? Here for the reasons already 
explained, only one reply can be given,? that the 
difference between the Socratic and Sophistic philo- 


together with an incapacity for view. See Part I. 920. 
positive intellectual achieve- 1 See p. 118, 1. 

ments, those practical conse- 2 See p. 110, and Part I. 135, 
quences were sure to result 938. 

which soon enough came to 
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sophies far “exceeds their points of resemblance. Cuap. 


The Sophists are wanting in that very thing which is 
the root of the philosophical greatness of Socrates— 
the quest of an absolutely true and universally valid 
knowledge, and a method for attaining it. They 
could question all that had previously passed for 
truth, but they could not strike out a new and surer 
road to truth. Agreeing as they do with Socrates in 
concerning themselves not so much with the study of 
nature, as with training for practical life, with them 
this culture has a different character, and a different 
importance from what it bears with Socrates. The 
ultimate end of their instruction is a formal dexterity, 
the use of which to be consistent must be left to 
individual caprice, since absolute truth is despaired 
of; whereas with Socrates, on the contrary, the ac- 
quisition of truth is the ultimate end, wherein alone 
the rule for the conduct of the individual is to be 
found. Hence in its further course, the Sophistic 
teaching could not fail to break away from the phi- 
losophy which preceded it, and indeed from every 
intellectual enquiry. Had it succeeded in gaining 
undisputed sway, it would have dealt the death stroke 
to Greek philosophy. Socrates alone bore in him- 
self the germ of a new life for thought. He alone 
by his philosophical principles was qualified to be 
the reformer of philosophy.' 

1 Hermann even allows this personal contrast to the So- 
in saying (Plato, i. 232) that phists than from his general 
the importance of Socrates for resemblance to them. Sophis- 


the history of philosophy must try differed from the wisdom 
be gathered far more from his ofSocrates onlyin the want of a 
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fruit-bearing germ. But how is 
this admission consistent with 
making the second period of 
philosophy commence with the 
Sophists instead of with So- 
crates? On the other hand, 
the latest treatise on the ques- 
tion before us (Siebeck, Unter- 
suchung zur Philos. d. Griech. 
p. 1, Ueber Socr.Verhaltniss zur 
Sophistik) is decidedly of the 
opinion here expressed; and 
likewise most of the later edi- 
tors of the history of Greek phi- 
losophy. Striimpell, too (Gesch. 
d. Pralit. Phil. d.Griech. p. 26), 
writes to the same effect, al- 


though his view of the So- 
phists differs from ours in that 
he denies a closer connection 
between their scepticism and 
their ethics. He makes the dis- 
tinctive peculiarity of Socrates 
to consist in the desire to 
reform ethics by a thorough 
and methodical intellectual 
treatment, whereas the So- 
phists aspiring indeed to be 
teachers of virtue, accommo- 
dated themselves in their in- 
struction without independent 
inquiry to the tendencies and 
notions of the time. 
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CHAPTER X. 


THE DEATH OF SOCRATES. 


WE are now for the first time in a position to form wap. 
a correct opinion of the circumstances which led to 


the tragic end of Socrates. 


X. 


The actual history of 4 posaiis 


that event is well known. A whole lifetime had been 9 the ac- 
spent in labours at Athens, during which Socrates 
had been often attacked,’ but never judicially im- 
peached,? when in the year 399 B.c.,° an accusation death. 

was preferred against him, charging him with (1) Theac- 
unfaithfulness to the religion of his country, with 
introducing new Gods, and with exercising a harmful 


influence on youth.* 


The chief accuser® was Mele- 


tus,® with whom were associated Anytus, one of the 


' Compare besides the Clouds 
of Aristophanes, Xen. Mem. i. 2, 
31; iv. 4,3; Plato, Apol. 32, C.; 
22, E. 

2 Plato, Apol. 17, D. 

* See p. 53, 1. 

4 The indictment, according 
to Favorinus in Diog. ii. 40, 
Xen. Mem. (Begin.), Plato, 
Apol. 24, B., was: rdde eypdyaro 
kal dyrwpscaro MéAnros MeAfrou 
TlirOets Xwxpdres Lwppovlonov 
"Arwrenndey > Gdiucet Lwxpdrns, 
obs pev % wéAs voulle: Oeods od 
voulCwy, repa 8 rawe Sauda 
elonyhpevos* adduced 5¢ nad rots 


vedus Siapbelpwv: rhunua Odvaros. 
It is clearly an oversight on the 
part of Grote, Plato i. 283, to 
consider the parody of the in- 
dictment which Socrates puts 
into the mouth of his first 
accusers, as another version of 
the judicial ypaph. 

* See Plato, Apol.19, B.; 24, 
B.; 28, A.; Euthyphro, 2, B. 
Maz. Tyr. ix. 2, proves nothing 
against this, as Hermann has 
shown, De Socratis Accusatori- 
bus. 

¢ For the way in which this 
name is written, instead of 


cusation, 
his de- 


Sence, sen- 


tence, and 


cusation. 
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leaders and re-introducers of the Athenian demo- 
cracy,' and Lyco,? an orator otherwise unknown. The 
friends of Socrates appear at first to have considered 
his condemnation impossible ;* still he was himself 


MéAcros, as was formerly the 
custom, see Hermann. It ap- 
pears by a comparison of 
various passages, that the ac- 
cuser of Socrates is neither the 
politician, as Forchhammer 
makes him to be, nor the op- 
ponent of Andocides, with 
whom others have identified 
him, nor yet the poet men- 
tioned by Aristophanes (Frogs, 
1302), but some younger man, 
perhaps the son of the poet. 

1 Further particulars about 
him are given by Forchhammer, 
79; and Hermann, 9. They 
are gathered from Plato, Meno, 
90, A.; Schol. in Plat. Apol. 18, 
B.; Lysias adv. Dard. 8; adv. 
Agorat. 78; Isoc. adv. Callim, 
23; Plut. Herod. malign. 26, 6. 
p. 862; Coriol.c.14; Aristotle in 
Harpokrates v.8exd{ev; Schol.in 
AEschin, adv. Tim. § 87; Diod. 


xiii. 64. He is mentioned by, 


Xenoph. Hell. ii. 3, 42, 44, as 
well as by Jsocrates, |. c., as a 
leader of the Democratic party, 
together with Thrasybulus. 

2 For the various conjectures 
about him consult Hermann, 
p. 12. Besides the above-named 
persons a certain Polyeuctus, 
according to Favorinus in Diog. 
ii. 38, took part in assisting 
the accuser. Provably “Avvros 
ought to be written in this 
passage instead of MoAdeuxtos, 
and in the following passage 
TloAveveros instead of “Avuros, 
TloAvevxros being here probably 


a transcriber’s mistake for 
TloAuepdrns. See Hermann, p. 
14. But the words as they 
stand must be incorrect. The 
celebrated orator Polycrates 
is said to have composed the 
speech of Anytus, Diog. 1. c. 
according to Hermippus; 
Themist. Or, xxiii. 296, 6; 
Quintil. ii. 17,4; Hypoth. in 
Isoc. Busir.; sch. Socrat. 
Epist. 14, p. 84 Or. Suidas, 
TloAuepdrns knows of two 
speeches ; and it is proved 
beyond doubt by Jsocr. Bus. 4; 
lian, V. H. xi. 10, that he 
drew up an indictment against 
Socrates. But it is also clear 
from Favorinus, that this in- 
dictment was not used at the 
trial. Indeed it would appear 
from Favorinus that it was not 
written till some time after 
the death of Socrates. Conf. 
Ueberweg, Gesch. d. Phil. i. 94. 

* This is proved by the Eu- 
thyphro, allowing, as Schleier- 
macher, Pl. Werke, i. a, 52, and 
Steinhart, Plato’s Werke, ii. 191 
and 199 do., that this dialogue 
was hastily penned after the be- 
ginning of the trial, its object 
being to prove that Socrates, 
though accused of impiety, had 
a deeper piety and a keener 
appreciation of the nature of 
piety, than one who had in- 
curred ridicule by his extrava- 
gances, but had nevertheless 
brought himself into the odour 
of sanctity ; a view which, not- 
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under no misapprehension as to the danger which 
threatened him.' To get up a defence, however, went 
contrary to his nature.? Partly considering it wrong 
and undignified to attempt anything except by 
simple truth; partly finding it impossible to move 
out of his accustomed groove, and to wear a form of 
artificial oratory strange to his nature, he thought 
trustfully to leave the issue in the hands of God, 
convinced that all would turn out for the best; and 
_ in this conviction confidently familiarising himself 
with the thought that death would probably bring 
him more good than harm, and that an unjust con- 
demnation would only save him the pressure ofthe 


weakness of age, leaving his fair name unsullied.? 


withstanding Ueberweg’s (Un- 
ters. d. Platon. Schrift, 250) 
and Grote’s (Plato i. 316) ob- 
jections, appears most probable. 
The treatment of the question 
is too light and satirical for the 
dialogue to belong to a time 
when the full seriousness of 
his position was felt. 

1 Comp. Xen. Mem. iv. 8, 6; 
Plato, Apol. 19, A.; 24, A.; 
28, A.; 36, A. 

2 In Xen. Mem. iv. 8, 5, So- 
crates says that when he wished 
to think about his defence, the 
Sa:uévtov opposed him ; and ac- 
cording to Diog. ii. 40; Cic.de 
Orat. i. 54; Quindtil. Inst. ii. 15, 
30; xi. 1,11; Val. Maa. vi. 4, 
2; Stob. Floril. 7, 56, he de- 
clined a speech which Lysias 
offered him. It is asserted by 
- Plato, Apol. 17, B., that he 
spoke without preparation. 
The story in Xenophon’s Apo- 

logy, 22, to the effect that 


some of his friends spoke for 
him has as little claim to truth 
in face of Plato’s description 
as that in Diog. ii. 41. 

$ As to the motives of So- 
crates, the above seems to fol- 
low with certainty from pas- 
sages in Plato, Apol. 17, B.; 
19, A.; 29, A.; 30, C.; 34, C., 
and Xen. Mem: iv. 8, 4-10. 
Cousin and Grote, however, 
give him credit for a great deal 
more calculation than can be 
reconciled with the testimony 
of history, or with the rest of 
his character. Cousin (Guvres 
de Platon, i. 58), seems to 
think that Socrates was aware 
that he must perish in the con- 
flict with his age, but he forgets 
that the explanation given in 
Plato’s Apology, 29, B., is only 
a conditional one, and that the 
passage in that treatise 37, C., 
was written after the judicial 
sentence. Similarly Volguard- 
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Such was the tone of mind-which dictated his 


defence.! 


sen (Dimon. d. Sokr. 15), in 
attempting to prove from Mem. 
iv. 4,4; Apol. 19, A., that So- 
crates had predicted his con- 
demnation, forgets that in these 
passages the question is only as 
to probable guesses. Kven 
Grote goes too far in asserting, 
in his excellent description of 
the trial (Hist. of Greece, viii. 
654), that Socrates was hardly 
anxious to be acquitted, and 
that his speech was addressed 
far more to posterity than to 
his judges. History only war- 
rants the belief, that with mag- 
nanimous devotion to his cause 
Socrates was indifferent to the 
result of his words, and en- 


deavoured from the first to 


reconcile himself to a probably 
unfavourable result. It does 
not, however, follow that he 
was anxious to be condemned ; 
nor have we reason to suppose 
so, since he could have wished 
for nothing which he considered 
to be wrong, and his modesty 
kept him uncertain as to what 
was the best for himself. See 
Plato, Apol. 19, A.; 29, A.; 
30, D.; 35, D. We cannot, 
therefore, believe with Grote, 
p. 668, that Socrates had well 
considered his line of defence, 
and chosen it with a full con- 
sciousness of the result; that 
in his conduct before the court 
he was actuated only by a wish 
to display his personal great- 
ness and the greatness of his 
mission in the most emphatic 
manner; and that by departing 
this life when at the summit 
of his greatness he desired to 


The language is not that of a criminal, 


give a lesson to youth the most 
impressive which it was in the 
power of man to give. To pre- 
suppose such calculation on the 
part of Socrates is not only 
contradictory to the statement 
that he uttered his defence 
without preparation, but it 
appears to be opposed to the 
picture which we are accus- 
tomed to see of his character. 
As far as we can judge, his con- 
duct does not appear to be a 
work of calculation, but a. 
thing of immediate conviction, 
a consequence of that upright- 
ness of character which would 
not allow him to go one step 
beyond his principles. His 
principles, however, did not 
allow him to consider results, 
since he could not know what 
result would be beneficial to 
him. It was his concern to 
speak only the truth, and to 
despise anything like corrupt- 
ing the judges by eloquence. 
This may appear a narrow- 
minded view, but no other 
course of conduct would so 
well have corresponded with 
the bearing and character of 
Socrates; and herein consists 
his greatness, that he chose 
what was in harmony with 
himself in the face of extreme 
danger, with classic composure 
and unruffled brow. 

‘ We possess two accounts of 
the speech of Socrates before 
his judges, a shorter one in 
Xenophon and a longer one in 
Plato’s Apology. Xenophon’s 
Apology is certainly spurious, 
and with it any value attach- 


HIS DEFENCE. 


wishing to save his life, but that of an impartial ar- 
biter, who would dispel erroneous notions by a simple 


ing to the testimony of Her- 
mogenes, to whom the compiler, 
imitating the Mem. iv. 8, 4, 
professes to be indebted for 
his information, islost. Touch- 
ing Plato’s, the current view 
seems well established, that 
this Apology is not a mere 
creation of his own, but that 
in all substantial points it 
faithfully records what Socrates 
said ;and the attempt of Georgii, 
in the introduction to his 
translation of the Apology 
(conf. Steinhart, Platon. Werke, 
ii. 235) to prove the contrary 
will not stand. Georgii com- 
plains that in the Socrates of 
Plato that peyaAnyopla is want- 
ing,which Xenophon commends 
in him—a judgment with which 
few will agree, not even the 
writer of the Apology attri- 
buted to Xenophon. He also 
considers the sophism with 
which the charge of atheism 
was met, improbable in the 
mouth of Socrates, though it 
may just as likely have come 
from him as from one of his 
disciples. He doubts whether 
Socrates could have maintained 
a composure so perfect; al- 
though all that we know of 
Socrates shows unruffied calm 
as a main trait in his character. 
He sees in the prominent fea- 
tures of that character a diplo- 
matic calculation, which others 
will look for in vain. He con- 
siders it incredible that So- 
crates should have begun with 
a studied quotation from the 
Clouds of Aristophanes, aiming 
at nothing else than the refu- 


tation of prejudices, which 
lasted undeniably (according 
to the testimony of Xenophon, 
Mem. i, 1, 11; Cc. 12, 3; 
Symp. 6, 6) till after his own 
death, and perhaps contributed 
much to his condemnation. 
He misses, with Steinhart in 
Plato, many things which So- 
crates might have said in his 
defence, and did actually say 
according to the Apology of 
Xenophon. But to this state- 
ment no importance can be 
attached, and it is probable 
that in an unprepared speech 
Socrates omitted much which 
might have told in his favour. 
He can hardly be convinced 
that Socrates cross-questioned 
Miletus so searchingly as Plato 
describes ; but this passage 
agrees with the usual character 
of the discourse of Socrates, 
and the sophism by which So- 
crates proved that he did not 
corrupt youth is quite his own. 
See p. 141. That Socrates 
should have met the charge of 
atheism by quibbles, instead of 
appealing to the fact of his 
reverence for the Gods of the 
state, he can only understand, 
by supposing that we have here 
an expression of Plato’s reli- 
gious views: although Plato 
would have had no reason for 
suppressing the fact, supposing 
Socrates had really made such 
an appeal: he even describes 
the devotion of his master to 
the Gods of his country, and is 
himself anxious to continue 
that service. Touching the 
sophisms, even Aristotle, Rhet. 
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setting forth of the truth, or of a patriot warning 
against wrong-doing and overhaste. He seeks to 
convince the accuser of his ignorance, to refute the 
accusation by criticism. At the same time dignity 
and principle are never so far forgotten as to address 
the judges in terms of entreaty. Their sentence is 
not feared, whatever it may be. He stands in the 
service of God, and is determined to keep his post in 
the face of every danger. No commands shall make 
him faithless to his higher calling, or prevent him 
from obeying God rather than the Athenians. 

The result of his speech was what might have 
have been expected. The majority of the judges 
would most unmistakeably have been disposed to 
pronounce him innocent,' had not the proud bearing 
of the accused brought him into collision with the 
members of a popular tribunal, accustomed to a very 
different deportment from the most eminent states- 
men.? Many who.would otherwise have been on his 


ii. 23; iii. 18; 1398, a, 15; Plato's intention to record 


1419, a, 8, has no fault to find. 
The same may be said in reply 
to most of the reasoning of 
Georgii. On the contrary, the 
difference in style between the 
Apology and Plato’s usual writ- 
ings, seems to prove that this 
Apology was not drawn up with 
his usual artistic freedom, and 
the notion of Georgii referring 
it to the same time as the 
Pheedo appears altogether in- 
conceivable considering the 
great difference between the 
two in regard to their philoso- 
phical contents and their artis- 
tic form. It certainly was not 


literally the words of Socrates, 
and we may be satisfied with 
comparing his Apology withthe 
speeches in Thucydides, as 
Steinhart does, bearing in 
mind what Thucydides, i. 22, 
says of himself,—that he had 
kept as close as possible to the 
sense and substance of what 
was said—and applying it 
equally to Plato. Conf. Ueber- 
weg, Unters. d. Plat. Schr. 237. 

1 Xen. Mem. iv. 4. 4. 

2 Let the attitude of Pericles 
be remembered on the occasion 
of the accusation of Aspasia, 
and that depicted by Plato in 
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side were set against him, and by a small maj ority ! 
the sentence of Guilty was pronounced.? According . 


the Apology, 34, C. Indeed it 
is a well-known fact that judg- 
ing was a special hobby of 
the Athenian people (conf. 
Aristophanes in the Wasps, 
Clouds, 207), and that it 
watched with peculiar jealousy 
this attribute of its sove- 
reignty. How Volquardsen, 
Dimon. d. Sokr. 15, can con- 
clude from the above words 
that Hegel’s judgment respect- 
ing Socrates’ rebellion against 
the people’s power is shared 
here, is inconceivable. 

1 According to Plato, Apol. 
86, A., he would have been ac- 
quitted if 3, or as another 


reading has it, if 30 of his 


judges had been of a different 
mind. But how can this be 
reconciled with the statement 
of Diog. ii. 41: xaredindeOn 
Staxoolas dySohxovra pig wAcloos 
Whois rev dwoAvovcay? Hither 
the text here must be corrupt, 
ora true statement of Diogenes 
must have been strangely per- 
verted. Which is really the 
case it is difficult to say. It is 
generally believed that the 
whole number of judges who 
condemned him was 281. But 
since the Heliza always con- 
sisted of so many hundreds, 
most probably with the addi- 
tion of one deciding voice 
(400, 500, 600, or 401, 501, 601), 
on this hypothesis no propor- 
tion of votes can be made out 
which is compatible with 
Plato’s assertion, whichever 
reading is adopted. We should 
have then to suppose with 
Bock, in Siivern on Aristoph. 


Clouds, 87, that a number of 
the judges had abstained from 
voting, a course which may be 
possible. Out of 600 Heliasts, 
281 may have voted against 
and 275 or 276 for him. It is, 
however, possible, as Bockh 
suggests, that in Diogenes, 251 
may have originally stood in- 
stead of 281. In this case 
there might have been 251 
against and 245 or 246 for the 
accused, making together 
nearly 500; and some few, 
supposing the board to have 
been complete at first, may 
have absented themselves dur- 
ing the proceedings, or have 
refrained from voting. Or, if 
the reading rpidxovra, which 
has many of the best MSS. in 
its favour, is established in 
Plato, we may suppose that the 
original text in Diogenes was 
as follows: rarediwaacOy S:axo- 
cias dySoqxorvra Phpots, & wAeloos 
tay &roAvovcav. We should 
then have 280 against 220, 
together 500, and if 30 more 
had declared for the accused, 
he would have been acquitted, 
the votes being equal. 

2 This course of events is not 
only in itself probable, taking 
into account the character of 
the speech of Socrates and the 
nature of the circumstances, 
but Xenophon (Mem. iv. 4, 4) 
distinctly asserts that he would 
certainly have been acquitted 
if he had in any way conde- 
scended to the usual attitude 
of deference to his judges. See 
also Plato, Apol. 38, D. 
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to the Athenian mode of procedure, the next thing 
was to treat of the measure of the penalty. Socrates, 
however, spoke out with undaunted courage: were 
he to move for what he had deserved, he could only 
move for a public entertainment in the Prytaneum. 
He repeated the assurance that he could not on any 
account renounce his previous course of life. At 
length, yielding to the entreaties of his friends, he 
was willing to consent to a fine of thirty mine, be- 
cause he could pay this without owning himself to 
be guilty.! It may be readily understood that to 
the majority of the judges such language in the ac- 
cused could only appear in the light of incorrigible 
obstinacy and contempt for the judicial office ;? hence 
the penalty claimed by the accusers was awarded—a 
sentence of death.® 

The sentence was received by Socrates with a 
composure corresponding with his previous conduct. 
He persisted in not in any way repenting of his con- 
duct, frequently expressing before the judges his 
conviction, that for him death would be no misfor- 
tune.4 The execution of the sentence being delayed 


1 The above is stated on the 
authority of Plato’s Apology, 
in opposition to which the less 
accurate assertion of Xeno- 
phon, that he rejected any 
pecuniary composition, and 
that of Diog. ii. 41, cannot be 
allowed to be of any weight. 

2 How distinctly Socrates 
foresaw this effect of his con- 
duct is unknown. It may have 
appeared probable to him; but 
he may also have anticipated 


allthe more readily a contrary 
effect, if he thought such con- 
duct imperative. Nietzsche’s 
idea (Sokrates Bas. 1871, p. 17) 
that Socrates, with full con- 
sciousness, carried through his 
condemnation to death, appears 
untenable for the same reasons 
as the above. 

3 According to Diog. ii. 42, it 
was carried by eighty more 
votes than his condemnation. 

‘ Plato, Apol. 38, C. 
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pending the return of the sacred-ship from Delos,! he 
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continued in prison thirty days, holding his accus- __“"__ 


tomed intercourse with his friends, and retaining 
during the whole period his unclouded brightness 
of disposition.? Flight from prison, for which his 
friends had made every preparation, was scorned as 
wrong and undignified.* His last day was spent in 
quiet intellectual conversation, and when the evening 
came the hemlock draught was drunk with a strength 
of mind so unshaken, and a resignation so entire, 
that a feeling of wonder and admiration overcame 
the feeling of grief, even in his nearest relatives.‘ 
Among the Athenians, too, no long time after his 
death, discontent with the troublesome preacher of 
morals is said to have given way before remorse, 
in consequence of which his accusers were visited 
with severe penalties;5 these statements, however, 


1 Mem. iv. 8,2; Plato, Phsedo, 
58, A. 

2 Pheedo, 59, D.; Mem. 1. ¢. 

* See p. 77,1. According to 
Plato, Crito urged him to flight. 
The Epicurean Idomeneus, who 
says it was Auschines (Diog. ii. 
60; iii. 36) is not a trust- 
worthy authority. 

* Compare the Phzdo, the 
account in which appears to be 
true in the main. See 58, E.; 
116, A.; Xen, Mem. iv. 8, 2. 
Whether the statements in 
Xen. Apol. 28; Diog. ii. 35; 
4tlian, V. H. i. 16, are histori- 
cal, is a moot point. Those in 
Stob. Floril. 5, 67, are certainly 
exaggerations. 

5 Diodor, xiv. 37, says that 
the people repented of having 


put Socrates to death, and 
attacked his accusers, putting 
them to death without a judi- 
cial sentence. Swidas makes 
MéAnros (Meletus) die by ston- 
ing. Plut. de Invid. c. 6, p. 
538, says that the slanderous 
accusers of Socrates became so 
hated at Athens that the citi- 
zens would not light their fires, 
or answer their questions, or 
bathe in the same water with 
them, and that at last they 
were driven in despair to hang 
themselves. Diog. ii. 43, conf. 
vi. 9, says that the Athenians 
soon after, overcome with com- 
punction, condemned Meletus 
to death, banished the other 
accusers, and erected a brazen 
statue to Socrates, and that 
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are not.to be trusted, and appear on the whole im- 


probable.! 


The circumstances which brought about the death 
of Socrates are among the clearest facts of history. 
Nevertheless the greatest difference of opinion pre- 
vails as to the causes which led thereto and the 


justice of his condemnation. 


Anytus was forbidden to set 
foot in their city. Themist. 
Or. xx. 239, says: The Athe- 
nians soon repented of this 
deed ; Meletus was punished, 
Anytus fled, and was stoned at 
Heraclea, where his grave may 
still be seen. Tertullian, 
Apologet. 14, states that the 
Athenians punished the ac- 
cusers of Socrates, and erected 
to him a golden statue in a 
temple. Aug. De Civ. Dei, viii. 
3, reports that one of the ac- 
cusers was slain by the people 
and the other banished for 
life. 

' This view, already expres- 
sed by Forchammer (1. c. 66) 
and Grote, viii. 683, appears 
to be the correct one notwith- 
standing Hermann’s (1.c. 8, 11) 
arguments to the contrary. 
For thongh it is possible that 
political or personal opponents 
of Anytus and his fellow-ac- 
cusers may have turned against 
them their action against So- 
crates, and so procured their 
condemnation, yet (1) the au- 
thorities are by no means so 
ancient or so unimpeachable 
that we can depend upon them. 
(2) They eontradict one an- 
other in all their details, not to 
mention Diogenes’ anachronism 
respecting Lysippus. And (3) 


In former times it was 


the main point is, that neither 
Plato, nor Xenophon, nor the 
writer of Xenophon’s Apology 
ever mention this occurrence, 
which they could not have 
failed to regard with great 
satisfaction. On the contrary, 
five years after the death of 
Socrates Xenophon thought it 
necessary to defend him against 
the attacks of his accusers, 
while Aschines appealed to the 
sentence on Socrates without 
dreading the very obvious 
answer, that his accusers had 
met with their deserts. That 
Isocrates is referring to this 
occurrence rather than to any 
other (aep) ayriddc. 19) is not 
established, nor need the pas- 
sage contain a reference to any 
event in particular. And lastly, 
nothing can be made of the apo- 
cryphal story coming from some 
editor of Isocrates, to the effect 
that the Athenians, ashamed 
of having put Socrates to 
death, forbad any public men- 
tion of him, and that when 
Kuripides (who died seven 
years before Socrates) alluded 
to him in the Palamedes, all the 
audience burst into tears. It 
is only lost labour to suggest 
that these scenes took place at 
some later time, when the play 
was performed. 
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thought quite natural to refer it to an accidental out- 
burst of passion. Were Socrates the colourless ideal of 
virtue he was represented to be by those lacking a 
deeper insight into his position in history, it would in- 
deed be inconceivable that any vested interests could 
have been sufficiently injured by him to warrant a 
serious attack. If then, he was nevertheless accused 
and condemned, what else can have been the cause 
but the lowest of motives—personal hatred? Now 
who can have had so much reason for hatred as the So- 
phists, whose movements Socrates was so effective in 
thwarting, and who were otherwise supposed to be.ca- 
pable of anycrime? Accordingly it must have been 
at their instigation that Anytus and Meletus induced 
Aristophanes to write his play of the Clouds, and after- 
wards themselves brought Socrates to trial. 

- This was the general view of the learned in former 
times.! Nevertheless its erroneousness was already 
pointed out by Fréret.2, He proved that Meletus was 
a child when the Clouds was acted, and that at a 
much later period Anytus was on good terms with So- 
crates ; that neither Anytus can have had anything to 
do with the Sophists—Plato always representing him 
as their inveterate enemy and despiser *—nor Meletus 


with Aristophanes ;‘ and he showed, that no writer 


1 Reference to Brucker, i. 
549, in preference to any 
others. 

2 In the admirable treatise: 
Observations sur les Causes et 
sur quelques Circonstances dela 
Condamnation de Socrate, in 
the Mém. de l]’Académie des 
Inscript. i. 47, 6, 209. 


* Meno, 92, A. 

Aristophanes often amuses 
himself at the expense of the 
poet Meletus, but, as has been 
remarked, this Meletus was 
probably an older man than 
the accuser of Socrates. See 
Hermann, De Socr. Accus. 5. 
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of credit knows anything of the part taken by the 
Sophists, in the accusation of Socrates... Besides, 
the Sophists, who had little or no political influence 
in Athens,? could never have procured the condem- 
nation of Socrates. Least of all, would they have 
preferred against him charges which immediately 
recoiled on their own heads.? These arguments of 
Fréret’s, after long passing unnoticed,‘ have latterly 
met with general reception.© Opinions are other- 
wise still much divided, and it. is an open question 
whether the condemnation of Socrates was a work of 
private revenge, or whether it resulted from more 
general motives; if the latter, whether these motives 
were political, or moral, or religious; and lastly, 
whether the sentence was, according to the popular 
view, a crying wrong, or whether it may admit of a 


partial justification.® 


1 Milian (V. H. ii. 13), the 
chief authority for the pre- 
vious hypothesis, knows no- 
thing about a suborning of 
Anytus by the Sophists. 

2 The political career of Da- 
mon, who according to the use 
of the Greek language can be 
called a Sophist, establishes 
nothing to the contrary. 

3 Protagorashad beenindicted 
for atheism before Socrates, and 
on the same plea Socrates was 
attacked by Aristophanes, who 
never spared any partizans of 
sophistry. 

4 The treatise of Fréret was 
written as early as 1736, but 
not published till 1809, when 
it appeared together with seve- 
ral other of his writings. See 


In one quarter even the length 


Mém. de l’Acad. i. 47. 6,1. It 
was therefore unknown to the 
German writers of the last 
century, who for the most part 
follow the old view; for in- 
stance, .Weiners, Gesch. d. Wis- 
senschaft, ii. 476; Tiedemann, 
Geist d. spek.. Phil. ii. 21. 
Others, such as Buhle, Gesch. 
d. Phil. i. 372; Tenneman, 
Gesch. d. Phil. ii. 40, confine 
themselves to stating gene- 
rally, that Socrates made many 
enemies by his zeal for mo- 
rality, without mentioning the 
Sophists. 

5 There are a few exceptions, 
such as Heinsius, p. 26. 

* Forchhammer: Die Athener 
und Socrates, die Gesetzlichen 
und der Revolutionir. 
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has been reached of asserting with Cato,! that of all 
sentences ever passed, this was the most strictly legal. 

Among these views the one lying nearest to hand, 
is that of some older writers, who attribute the exe- 
cution of Socrates to personal animosity; always 
giving up the unfounded idea that the Sophists were 
in any way connected therewith.? A great deal may 
be said in favour of this aspect of the case. In 
Plato,’ Socrates expressly declares that he is not the 
victim of Anytus or Meletus, but of the ill-will which 
he incurred by his criticism of men. Even Anytus, 
it is however said, owed him a personal grudge. 
Plato hints‘ at his being aggrieved with the judg- 
ments passed by Socrates on Athenian statesmen, 
and, according to Xenophon’s Apology,® took it amiss 


1 Plut. Cato, c. 23. 

2 This is found in Fries, 
Gesch. d. Phil. i. 249, who 
speaks of the ‘hatred and envy 
of a great portion of the 
people,’ as the motives which 
brought on the trial. Sigrwart, 
Gesch. d. Phil. i. 89, gives pro- 
minence to this motive, and 
Brandis, Gr. Rom. Phil. ii. a. 
26, who distinguishes two 
kinds of opponents to So- 
crates, those who considered 
his philosophy incompatible 
with ancient discipline and 
morality, and those who could 
not endure his moral earnest- 
ness, attributing the accusation 
to the latter. Grote, viii. 
637, inclines to the same view. 
He proves how unpopular So- 
crates must have made himself 
by his sifting of men. He 
remarks that Athens was the 


only place where it would have 
been possible to carry it on so 
long, and that it is by no 


means a matter for wonder, 


that Socrates was accused and 
condemned, but only that this 
did not happen sooner. If he 
had been tolerated so long, 
there must have been special 
reasons, however, for the accu- 
sation; and these he is in- 
clined to find partly in his re- 
lations to.Critias and Alcibia- 
des, and partly in the hatred of 
Anytus, 

$ Apol. 28, A.; 22, E. ; 23, C. 

4 Meno, 94; in reference to 
which Diog. ii. 38, says of 
Anytus: otros yap ob pépay roy 
bwd Soxpdrovs xAevacudy. 

5 Compare with this Hegel, 
Gesch. d. Phil. ii. 92; Grote. 
Hist. of Greece, viii. 641. 
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that Socrates urged him to give his competent son 
a higher training than that of a dealer in leather, 
thereby encouraging in the young man discon- 
tent with his trade.! Anytus is said to have first 
moved Aristophanes to his comedy, and afterwards in 
common with Meletus to have brought against him 
the formal accusation.? That such motives came 
into play in the attack on Socrates, and contributed 
in no small degree to the success of this attack is 
antecedently probable.* To convince men of their 
ignorance is the most thankless task you can choose. 
Anyone who can persevere in it for a life-time so re- 
gardless of consequences as Socrates did, must make 
many enemies; dangerous enemies too, if he takes for 
his mark men of distinguished position or talents. 
Still personal animosity cannot have been the 
sole cause of his condemnation. Nor are Plato’s 
statements binding upon us. Indeed the more 
Socrates and his pupils became convinced of the 
justice of his cause, the less were they able to dis- 
cover any grounds in fact for the accusation. The. 
one wish of Socrates being to will and to do what was 
best, what reason could anyone possibly have had for 


1 Later writers give more 
details. According to Plu. 
Ale. c. 4; Amator. 17, 27, p. 
762; and Satyrus in Atheneus, 
xii. 534, e, Anytus was a lover 
of Alcibiades, but was rejected 
by him, whilst Alcibiades 
showed every attention to So- 
crates, and hence the enmity 
of Anytus to Socrates. Such 


an improbable story ought not 
to have deceived Jwzac (De 
Socr. Cive, 133); especially 
since Xenophon and Pilato 
would never have omitted in 
silence such a reason for the 
accusation. 

3 Milian, V.H. ii. 13. Diog. 
iC; 

* Compare Grote, 1. c. 638. 
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opposing him, except wounded pride? The narrative 
of Xenophon’s Apology would at most only explain 
the hatred of Anytus; it would not account for the 
widely spread prejudice against Socrates. It is a 
question whether it is true at all; and whether, 
granting its truth, this personal injury was the only 
cause which arrayed Anytus as accuser against him.! 
Lastly, allowing, as was undoubtedly the case, that 
Socrates made enemies of many influential people, is 
it not strange that their personal animosity should 
only have attained its object after the re-establish- 
ment of orderin Athews? In the most unsettled 
and corrupt times no serious persecution had been 
set on foot against him. Neither at the time of the 
mutilation of the Hermes, had his relations with 
Alcibiades; nor after the battle of Arginuss,? had 
the incensed state of popular feeling been turned 
against him. Plato, too, says * that what told against 
Socrates at the trial, was the general conviction that 
his teaching was of a dangerous character ; and he 
states that as matters then stood, it was impossible for 
any one to speak the truth in political matters with- 
out being persecuted as a vain babbler and corrupter 


1 This is just possible. That Thrasybulus faithful to the 


the character of Anytus was 
not unimpeachable we gather 
from the story (Aristot. in Har- 
pocration Bexd{wy; Diodor. xiii. 
64; Plut. Coriol. 14), that 
when he was first charged 
with treason he corrupted the 
judges. On the other hand 
Isoer. (in Cailim. 23) praises 
him for being together with 


treaties, and not abusing his 
political power to make amends 
for his losses during the oli- 
garchical government. 

2 The astonishment expres- 
sed by Tenneman at this is 
natural from his point of view. 
Only his solution of the diffi- 
culty is hardly satisfactory. 

* Apol. 18, B.; 19, B.; 23, D. 
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of youth.'! On this point the testimony of writers so 
opposite as Xenophon and Aristophanes proves that 
the prejudice against Socrates was not merely a pass- 
ing prejudice, at least not in Athens, but that it 
lasted a whole life-time, not confined only to the 
masses, but shared also by men of high importance 
and influence in the state. Very deeply, indeed, must ~ 
the feeling against Socrates have been rooted in 
Athens, if Xenophon found it necessary six years 
after his death to defend him against the charges on 
which the indictment was framed. 

With regard to Aristophanes, it was an obvious 
blot in his plays to allow here and there such a pro- 
minence to political motives as to forget the claims 
of art, and for a comedian, who in his mad way holds 
up to ridicule all authorities divine and human, to 
clothe himself with the tragic seriousness of a poli- 
tical prophet.? Yet it is no less an error to lose 
sight of the grave vein which underlies the comic 
license of his plays; and to mistake his occasional 
pathos for thoughtless play. Were it only this, the 
hollowness of the sentiment would soon show itself 
in artistic defects. Instead of this, a sincerity of 
patriotic sentiment may be observed in Aristophanes, 


1 Polit. 299, B. ; Rep. vi. 488, 
496, C.; Apol. 32, E.; Gorg. 
473, E.; 521, D. 

2 Rétscher’s spirited descrip- 
tion suffers from this onesided- 
ness, and even Hegel, in his 
passage on the fate of Socrates, 
Gesch. d. Phil. ii. 82, is not 
quite free from it, although 


both of them justly recognise 
(Hegel, Phinomeno 1. 660; 
ZEsthetik, 537, 562; Rétscher, 
p. 365), that there is an ele- 
ment subversive of Greek life, 
quite as much in the comedies 
of Aristophanes, as in the 
state of things of which ig 
complains. 
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not only in the unsullied beauty of many individual 
utterances ;! but the same patriotic interest sounds 
through all his plays, in some of the earlier ones 
even disturbing the purity of the poetic tone,? but 
proving all the more conclusively, how near the love 
of his country lay to his heart. 

This interest only could have brought him to give 
to his comedies that political turn, by means of 
which, as he justly takes credit to himself,? comedy 
gained a far higher ground than had been allowed to it 
by his predecessors. At the same time it must be 
granted that Aristophanes is as much deficient as 
others in the morality and the faith of an earlier 
age,‘ and that it was preposterous to demand the 
olden time back, men and circumstances having so 
thoroughly changed. Only it does not follow here- 
from that he was not sincere in this demand. His 
was rather one of those cases so frequently met with 
in history, in which a man attacks a principle in 
others to which he has himself fallen a victim, with- 
out owning it to himself. Aristophanes combats 
innovations in morals, politics, religion, and art. 
Being, however, in his inmost soul the offspring of 
his age, he can only combat them with the weapons 
and in the spirit of this age. With the thorough 
dislike of the narrow practical man unable to give a 


1 See p. 29. ® Peace, 732; Wasps, 1022; 
2 Compare Schnitzer, trans- Clouds, 537. 
lation of the Clouds, p. 24, and * Compare Droysen, Aristoph. 


the passages quoted by him Werke, 2 Aufl. i. 174, which. 


from Welcker, Siivern and _ seems to go too far, 
Rotscher. 
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thought to anything beyond immediate needs, he 
proscribes every attempt to analyse moral and poli- 
tical motives, or to test their reasonableness or the 
reverse; whilst as a poet he thinks nothing of 
trifling with truth and good manners, provided the 
desired end is reached. He thus becomes entangled 
in the inconsistency of demanding back, and yet by 
one and the same act destroying, the old morality. 
That he committed this inconsistency cannot be 
denied. And what a proof of shortsightedness it was 
to attempt to charm back a form of culture which 
had been irretrievably lost! That he was conscious 
of this inconsistency cannot be believed. Hardly 
would a thoughtless scoffer--which is what some 
would make of him—have ventured upon the danger- 
ous path of attacking Cleon. Hardly would Plato 
have brought him into the society of Socrates in the 
Symposium, putting into his mouth a speech full of 
spirited humour, had he seen in him only a despic- 
able character. If, however, the attack upon Socrates 
is seriously meant, and Aristophanes really thought 
to discern in him a Sophist dangerous alike to reli- 
gion and morality—with which character he clothes 
him in the Clouds—then the charges preferred at the 
trial were not a mere pretence, and something more 
than personal motives led to the condemnation of 
Socrates. 

Do we ask further what those motives were? All 
that is known of the trial and the personal character 
of the accusers only leaves us a choice between two 
alternatives: either the attack on Socrates was 
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directed against his political creed! in particular, or 
more generally against’ his whole mode of thought 
and teaching in respect to morals, religion, and 
politics.2. Both alternatives are somewhat alike, still 
they are not so alike that we can avoid distinguishing 
them. 7 

A great deal may be said in favour of the view, 
that the attack on Socrdtes was in the first place set 
on foot in the interest of the democratic party. 
Amongst the accusers, Anytus is known as one of the 
‘leading democrats of that time.? The judges, too, 
are described as men, who had been banished and 
had returned with Thrasybulus.t We know, more- 
over, that one of the charges preferred against 
Socrates was, that he had educated Critias, the most 
unscrupulous and the most hated of the oligarchical 
party; Aschines® tells the Athenians plainly: 
You have put to death the Sophist Socrates, because 
he was the teacher of Critias. Others, too, are found 
among the friends and pupils of Socrates, who must 
have been hated by the democrats because of their 


Com- 


1 This is the view of Fréret, 
1, c. p. 283, of Dresig in the 
dissertation De Socrate juste 
damnato (Lips. 1738), of Si- 
vern (notes to Clouds, p. 86) of 
Ritter, Gesch. d. Phil. ii. 30, 
and of Forchhammer (Die Athe- 
ner und Socrates, p. 39). More 
indefinite is Hermann, Plat. i. 
35, and Wiggers, Socr. p. 123. 

2 Hegel, Gesch. d. Phil. ii. 81; 
Rotscher, p. 256, 268, with 
special reference to the Clouds 
of Aristophanes; Henning, 


Princ. der Ethik. p. 44. 
pare, Baur, Socrates und Chris- 
tus, Tiib. Zeitschrift, 1837, 3 
128-144, 

* See p. 194, 1. 

* Plato, Apol. 21, A, 

5 Xen. Mem. i. 2,12; Plato 
Apol. 33, A. 

* Adv. Tim. 173. No great 
importance can be attached to 
this authority, as the context 
shows. Uschines is talking 
as an orator, not as an histor- 
1an. 


P2 


211 


CHAP. 
x. 


teacher. 


SOCRATES. 


aristocratical sympathies. 


Such were Charmides,! 


and Xenophon, who was banished from. Athens? 


about the time of the trial of Socrates, perhaps 


even in connection therewith, because of his intimacy 
with Sparta and the Spartans’ friend, Cyrus the 


younger. 


Lastly, one of the formal indictments is 


referred to as charging Socrates with speaking dispa-~ 
ragingly of the democratic form of election by lot,’ 
and with teaching his audience to treat the poor with 
insolence,* by so frequently quoting the words— 


Each prince of name or chief in arms approved, 
He fired with praise, or with persuasion moved. 


But if a clamorous vile plebeian rose, 
Him with reproof he check’d, or tam’d with blows.® 


1 Charmides, the uncle of 
Plato, one of the thirty, was, 


according to Xen. Hell. ii. 4, 


19, one of the ten commanders 
at the Peirszus, and fell on 
the same day with Critias in 
conflict with the exiled Athe- 
nians. 

2 Forchhammer, p. 84: he 
also mentions Theramenes, the 
supporter of the thirty tyrants, 
who may have been a pupil of 
Socrates without, as Forch- 
hammer will have it, adopting 
the political opinions of his 
But Diodor., xiv. 5, 
from whom the story comes, is 
@ very uncertain authority. 
For Diodorus combines with 
it the very improbable story that 
Socrates tried to rescue Thera- 
menes from the clutches of the 
thirty, and could only be dis- 
suaded from this audacious at- 
tempt by many entreaties. 


Neither Xenophon nor Plato 
mention Theramenes among 
the pupils of Socrates. Neither 
of them mentions an interven- 
tion of Socrates on his behalf, 
as Plato, Apol. 32, C. does in 
another case. In the accusa- 
sation brought against the vice 
tors at Arginuse, it was So- 
crates who espoused their cause, 
and Theramenes who by his in- 
trigues brought about their 
condemnation. Pseudoplut. 
Vit. Decrhet. iv. 3, tells a 
similar and more credible story 
of Socrates. Probably it was 
first told of him and then 
transferred to Socrates. 

= Mem. i. 2, 9. 

* Ibid. i. 2, 58. 

5 Tliad. ii. 188. Forchham- 
mer, p. 52, detects a great deal 
more in these verses. He 
thinks that Socrates was here 
expressing his conviction of 
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‘Taking all these facts into account, there can be no 
doubt that, in the trial of Socrates, the interests of 
the democratic party did come into play. 

Still these motives were not all. The indictment 


by no means places the anti-republican sentiments of 


Socrates in the foreground. What is brought against 
him is his rejection of the Gods of his country, and 


his corruption of youth.} 


‘the necessity of an oligarchical 
‘constitution, and was using 
‘the words of Hesiod épyow 2 
obdty Bvedos (which the ac- 
-cusers also took advantage of), 
-as a plea for not delaying, but 
for striking when the time for 
-action came. The real impor- 
- tance of the quotation from 
Homer, he contends, must not 
‘be sought in the verses quoted 
by Xenophon, but in those 
omitted by him (I. ii. 192-197, 
203-205): the charge was not 
brought against Socrates for 
spreading anti-democratic sen- 
timents, which Xenophon alone 
mentions, but for promoting 
the establishment of an oli- 
garchical form of government. 
This is, however, the very op- 
posite of historical criticism. 
If Forchhammer relies upon the 
statements of Xenophon, how 
can he at the same time assert 
that they are false in most im- 
portant points? And if on 
the other hand he wishes to 
strengthen these statements, 
how can he use them to up- 
hold the view, by which he 
condemns them? He _ has, 
however, detected oligarchical 
tendencies elsewhere, where no 
traces of them exist. For in- 


Those Gods were, however, 


stance, he enumerates not only 
Critias but Alcibiades among 
the anti-democratical pupils of 
Socrates ; and he speaks of the 
political activity of Socrates 
after the battle of Arginuss 
by remarking that the oli- 
garchs elected on the council 
board their brethren in politi- 
cal sentiments. It is true the 
levity of Alcibiades made him 
dangerous to the democratic 
party, but in his own time he 
never passed for an oligarch, 
but for a democrat. See Xen. 
Mem, i. 2, 12; Thue. viii. 63, 
48 and 68. With regard to the 
condemnation of the victors of 
Arginusz, Athens had then not 
only partially, as Forchhammer 
says, but altogether shaken off 
the oligarchical constitution of 
Pisander. This may be gathered 
from /réret’s remark, 1. ¢ p. 
243, from the account of the 
trial (Xen. Hell. i. 7), as well 
as from the distinct statement 
of Plato (Apol. 32, C.: kal 
TavrTa pey hy er: Snwoxparoupévys 
vis mwéAews); not to mention 
the fact that these generals 
were decided democrats, and 
hence could not have been 
elected by oligarchs. 

' Plato, Apol, 24, B. p.193, 4. 
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not only the Gods of the republican party, but the 
Gods of Athens. If in some few instances, as in the 
trial for the mutilation of the Hermz, insult to the 
Gods was brought into connection with attacks on a 
republican constitution, the connection was neither a 
necessary one, nor was it named in the indictment of 
Socrates. Further, as regards the corruption of 
youth,’ this charge was certainly supported by the 
plea that Socrates instilled into young men contempt 
for republican forms of government and aristocratic 
insolence, and also that he was the teacher of Critias. 
But the training of Alcibiades was also laid to his 
charge, who had injured the city by republican 
rather than by aristocratic opinions. A further 
count was, that he taught sons to despise their 
fathers,’ and said that no wrong or base action need 
be shunned if only it be of advantage.’ 

Herefrom it would appear that not so much the 
political character in the narrower sense of the term, as 
the moral and religious character of his teaching was 
the subject of attack. The latter aspects exclusively 
draw down the wrath of Aristophanes. After all the 
ancient and modern discussions as to the scope of the 
Clouds,‘ it may be taken for established that the So- 
erates of this comedy is not only a representative 
—drawn with a poet’s license—of a mode of thought 


1 Mem. i. 2, 9. opinions. Since then, Droysen 
2 Xen. Mem.i. 2,49; Apol. and Schnitzer, Forchhammer, 
20 and 29. p. 25, and Kochly, Akad. Vortr. 
? Mem. i. 2, 56. l, have further gone into the 


‘ Rétscher (Aristophanes, p. question. 
272) gives a review of previous 

“ 
a 


Foal 


haa 


we 
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which Aristophanes knew to be foreign to the real 
man;' nor yet was only a general attack thereby 
intended on the fondness for metaphysical subtleties, 
and the absurdity of sophistry and useless learning ; 
but the play was distinctly aimed at the philosophic 
tendency of Socrates. Just as little can it be sup- 
posed, after what has been said, that this attack 
proceeded only from malice or from. personal animo- 
sity; Plato's description in the Symposium puts this 
out of the question. Reisig’s ? and Wolf’s * opinions 
are also untenable. Reisig distributes the traits 
which Aristophanes assigns to Socrates, between 
himself and the whole body of his pupils, Euripides ‘ 
in particular; still the spectators could not do 
otherwise than refer them all to Socrates; hence 
Aristophanes must have intended this reference. 
Wolf supposes that the portrait drawn in the Clouds 
is of Socrates in his younger years, when he was 
given to natural philosophy. But the very same 
charges were repeated against him eighteen years 
later in the Frogs;® and we gather from Plato’s 
Apology ® that the current view of Socrates and his 
teaching up to the time of his death agreed substan- 
tially with that of Aristophanes ;. not to mention the 


1 As is assumed by G. Her- 
mann, Pref. ad Nubes, p. 
33, 11, and by others. Com- 
pare, on the other hand, Rét- 
scher, p. 294, 278, 307, 311; 
Siivern, p. 3. 

2 Pref. ad Nubes; Rhein. 
Mus, ii. (1828) i. K. 8. 191. 

2 In his translation of the 
Clouds, see Rotscher, 297. 


Similarly Van Heusde, Charac- 
terismi, p- 19, 24. Conf. Wig- 
gers’ Sokr. p. 20. oy 

* Who was 10 years} older 
than Socrates, and certainly 
not his pupil, although possibly 
an acquaintance. 

5 Frogs, 1491. 

* See p. 18. 
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Cuar. fact that Socrates probably never was a lover of 
Xx __ natural philosophy, and that in the Clouds he is 
attacked as a Sophist! rather than as a natural 
philosopher. 
(0) This ts Aristophanes must, then, really have thought to 
tf sae discern in the Socrates whom the history of philoso- 
eee Hi phy sketches features deserving his attack. Saying 
the Clouds, this, however, is, of course, not saying that he did 
not caricature the historical figure, consciously 
attributing to it many really foreign features. For 
all that, we may suppose that the main features in 
his picture agreed with the idea he had formed to 
himself of Socrates, and: also with common opinion. 
Siivern, therefore, in supposing ? that the Socrates of 
the Clouds is not meant for an individual, but for a 
symbol, and that the poet’s attack was aa aimed at 
Socrates, but at the sophistic and rhetor ote 
general,® cannot be right. ns from it, Socrates | 
made to be the champion o of sophistry, because in 
Aristophanes’ mind he really was that ; the poet be- 
lieved that, taken in his public capacity, he was 
really the dangerous innovator he represents him to 
be. Nota single line of his picture has an exclu- 
sively political colour. Independently of some 
things which are obviously not seriously meant,‘ the 
charges against him are threefold, his being occupied 


' Clouds, 98. at Alcibiades, who is concealed 
2 In the treatise already re- under the name of Phidippides. 
fefred to, pp. 19, 26, 30, 55. See, on the contrary, Droysen, 
*? Not to mention the false p. 180; Schatizer, p. 34. 
opinion, which however is sup- * Such as the calculation of 
ported by Hertzberg (Alcibiades, flea-jumps. 
p. 67), that the play was aimed 


CONDEMNED ON GENERAL GROUNDS. 


with useless physical and intellectual subtleties,' his 
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rejecting the Gods of the city,? and what is the sof: 


corner-point of the whole play, his sophistic facility 
of speech, which can gain for the wrong side the 
victory over the right, and make the weaker argu- 
ment the stronger.’ In other words, the unpractical, 
irreligious, and sophistical elements in the Socratic 
teaching are attacked ; there is not a word about his 
anti-republican tendency, which Aristophanes, wemay 
suppose, had he observed, would before all things have 
exposed. Even at a later time,‘ Aristophanes brings 
no other complaints against Socrates than these. 
Only these points, too, according to Plato, constituted 
the standing charges against Socrates, causing him 
special danger.’ And there is every reason for be- 
lieving his assurance. 

If then the impeachment of Socrates has, never- 
theless, been set down to 2 political motive, how can 
this admission be made to agree with the previous 


1 143-234, 636. 

2 365-410. 

* Clouds, 889. Droysen, 
Clouds, p. 177, unfairly blames 
this play for making a stronger 
argument into a right one. 
The Adyos xpelrrwy is the really 
stronger case in point of jus- 
tice, according to the original 
‘meaning of the word (Xenoph. 
(Ee. ii. 25; Arist. Rhet. ii. 24), 
which is however thrown into 
the shade by the Adyos frrav; 
and what is meant by roy frrw 
Adyor xpelrrw woety is, making 
the case which in point of jus- 
tice is weaker, to be the 


stronger as to the actual re- 
sult,—giving to an unjust act 
the colour of justice. 

* Frogs, 1491. 

5 Apol, 23, D.: Adéyoucw, os 
Zwxpdrns tls dors piapéraros Kal 
Siapbelpe: tovs wdous + Ka) éreiddy 
Tis abrovs épwrg, 8 Tt roid Kal & 
tt BSdonwy, Exovor pey obdev 
eixeiv, GAA’ dyvoovow, Iva 8t ph 
Soxa@otv &ropeiy, Th Kava wdyTwy 
Tay pidocopobyTmry mpdxXeipa Tai- 
Ta Adyouow, br: Ta weréwpa Kal 
Ta Ord yijs, Kal Beobs ph voulCew 
kal roy hrrw Adyor xpelrre@ woreiy. 


Ibid. 18, B. 


(a) Socra- 
tes at- 
tached 

not only 
because of 
his anti- 
republican 
views, but 
as being an 
enemy of 
the good 
old time. 
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statement? The true answer to this question has 
been already hinted at by other writers.' The con- 
viction of the guilt of Socrates rested on the assumed 
dangerous character of his teaching for morality and 
religion; the reason that this offence was judicially 
prosecuted lay without doubt in the special political 
circumstances of the time. The rationalism of the 
Sophists was neither the sole nor the chief cause of 
the fall of Athens in the Peloponnesian war; still it 
contributed unmistakeably to that result, and the op- 
ponents of the new culture were naturally disposed to 
make its guilt out to be greater than it really was. 
Had not the schools of the Sophists sent forth not a 
few of the modern statesmen, who either as the leaders 
of oligarchy or democracy had torn the state to pieces ? 
Was not in those schools a corrupt form of morality 
publicly taught, which substituted the wishes and 
caprice of the individual in place of existing custom 
and religion, put gain in the place of right, and 
taught men to desire absolute sovereignty as the 


summit of human happiness? Were not those 


schools the cradle of an unscrupulous eloquence, 
which employed a variety of technical tricks for any 
purpose, no matter what, considering it the highest 
triumph to make the wrong side the winning side? 
Can we then wonder that Aristophanes thought the 
new-fangled education responsible for all the misfor- 
tunes of the commonwealth ;? that Anytus in Plato 


1 Ritter, p. 31. Marbach, ? Clouds, 910; Knights, 1373. 
Gesch. d. Phil. i. 185, 9; and Further details in Sivern, 
Schivegler, Gesch. d. Phil. 30. Clouds, 24. 
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cannot find terms strong enough to express his 
horror of the pernicious influence of the Sophists; ! 
that all friends of the good old time believed that in 
Sophistry lay the chief malady of the state; and 
that this feeling was intensified during the last years 
of the Peloponnesian war, and under the oligarchial 
reign of force? Was it then other than natural that 
those who had rescued Athens from the oligarchy, 
re-establishing with the old constitution her political 
independence, should wish by suppressing the educa- 
tion of the Sophists to stop the evil at its source. 
Now Socrates passed not only for a teacher of the 
modern Sophistic school, but the evil effects of his 
teaching were thought to be seen in several of his 
pupils, among whom Critias and Alcibiades were 
prominent.2 What more intelligible under such 
circumstances, than that just those who were bent 
upon restoring a popular form of government, and 
the ancient glory of Athens, should see in him a 
corrupter of youth, and a dangerous citizen? Thus 
he certainly fell a victim to the republican reaction 
which set in after the overthrow of the thirty tyrants. 
For all that his political views were not in them- 
selves the principal motives which provoked the 
attack. His guilt was rather supposed to consist in 
the subversion of ancestral customs and piety, of 
which the anti-republican tendency of his teaching 


1 Meno, 91, C. proved by Xen. Mem. i. 2, 12, 

? How largely this circum- as well as by the above-men- 
stance contributed towards the tioned authority, Aschines. 
condemnation of Socrates is 
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was partly an indirect consequence, partly an isolated 
manifestation. 

How then does it really stand touching the jus- 
tice of this accusation ' and of the sentence to which 
it led? And what must be thought of the modern 
attempts to justify it? Most of the charges which 
were preferred against Socrates, rest undeniably on 
misunderstandings, perversions, or false inferences. 
Socrates is said to have rejected the Gods of the 
state. We have already seen this statement contra- 
dicted by all historical testimonies.? He is said to 
have substituted his Sa:uovoyv in their place. We, 
however, likewise know that he neither put it in 


1 It is well known that Hegel 
has defended it on the side of 
Greek law, and Dresig, a hun- 
dred years earlier, maintained 
in a very superficial treatise, 
that Socrates, as an opponent 
of a republican government, 


“had been justly condemned. 


Forchhammer goes a great deal 
further in his treatise, and so 
does Dénis. See p. 178, 3. 
Kochly, on the other hand, 
confines himself, in Acad. Vortr. 
i, 382, to the assertion that in 
the indictment of Socrates 
guilt was equally divided and 
reduced to a minimum on 
either side. The answer of 
Heinsinus to Forchhammer (So- 
crates nach dem Grade seiner 
Schuld. Lips, 1839) is unimpor- 
tant, and the learned Apologia 
Socratis contra Meliti redivivi 
Calumniam, by P. van Limburg 
Brouwer (Grén. 1838), is de- 
ficient in insight into the 


general guestions involved, and 


is inferior to. the treatise of 
Preller (Haller, A. L. Z. 1838, 
No, 87), although many of its 
details are valuable. Lwuzae, 
de Socrate cive 1796, despite 
his usual learning, does little 
for the question. Grote’s re- 
marks, on the other hand, 
touching the extenuating cir- 
cumstances, which, without 
altogether justifying, excuse 
the condemnation of Socrates, 
are deserving of all attention. 
Grote, Hist. of Greece, viii. 
678, 653. 

2 Forchhammer repeats the 
charge without proof, as if its 
truth were obvious of itself, 
and he speaks of orthodoxy and 
heresy like a modern theolo- 
gian. But a Greek thought 
far less of belief than of out- 
ward service, and hence Xeéno- 
phon, Mem. i.1, 2, refutes the 
charge by an appeal to the fact 
that he had sacrificed to the 
Gods, 


JUSTICE OF THE SENTENCE. 


the place of the Gods, nor sought thereby to encroach 
on the ground of oracles.! It was a private oracle 
in addition to those publicly recognised; and ina 
country where divine revelations were not the exclu- 
sive property of the priesthood, a private oracle could 
be-refused to no one.? He is said to have been de~ 
voted to the atheistic, heavenly wisdom of Anaxa- 
goras,® although he expressly declared it to be absurd.* 
He is said according to Aristophanes to have given 
instruction in the Sophistic art of oratory—a charge 
so untrue, that to all appearances even Meletus did 
not venture to prefer it. He is blamed for having 
been the teacher of Critias and Alcibiades, to which 
charge even Xenophon justly replied® that these 
men did not learn their vices from Socrates, nor 
degenerate, until after being separated from him. 
Allowing, too, that a teacher must instil into his 
pupils a lasting turn for the good,® is it necessarily 
his fault if he does not succeed in some few cases? 


1 Compare p. 76,7; 89; 149, 
1; 178. 

2 Xenophon therefore appeals 
to the damdrnoy (Mem. i. 1, 2) 
in good faith as a proof of 
Socrates’ belief in the Gods, 
and Plato compares his revela- 
tions with the prophecies of 
' Euthyphro (Kuthyphro, 3, B). 
It is indeed known, from other 
sources, how much private di- 
vination was practised, besides 

appealing to public oracles. 
“  §% Not only Aristophanes but 
Meletus brings this charge 
against him in Plato, Apol. 26, 
C., p. 10, like Ast (Platon’s 


Leben und Schriften, p. 480). 
If Forchhammer considers it 
incredible that Meletus should 
have given such a careless 
reply to Socrates, he forgets 
that it is always the way of 
the world to confound relative 
with positive atheism, doubts 
about particular religious no- 
tions with the denial of all re- 
ligion. This is quite universal 
in the nations of antiquity, 
and therefore the early Christ- 
ians were called &@eo:. 

* See p. 135, 1. 

5 Mem. i. 2, 12, 

® Forchhammer, p. 43. 
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The value of any instruction can only be estimated 
by its collective effects, and these bear as bright a 
testimony to the value of the instruction of Socrates 
as can be wished. A man whose beneficial influence 
not only reached to many individuals,’ but by whom 
a new foundation for morals was’ laid which served 
his people for centuries, was, as a matter of course, 
no corrupter of youth. If further the verses of 
Hesiod, by which Socrates sought to promote useful 
activity are alleged against him ;? Xenophon has con- 
clusively proved that an ill use has been made of these 
verses. If lastly, he has been accused of teaching 
men to despise parents and relations, because he 
maintained that only knowledge constituted worth ; ? 
surely this is a most unfair inference from principles, 
which had a simple meaning in his mouth. Any 
teacher who makes his pupil understand that he 
must learn something in order to become a useful 
and estimable man, is surely quite in order. Only 
the rabble can bear the teacher a grudge for making 
sons wiser than their fathers. Very different would 
it have been had Socrates spoken disparagingly of 
the ignorance of parents, or set lightly by the duty 
of children; but from so doing he was far removed.‘ 


1 Plato's Apol. 33, D., men- follow his training rather than 
tions a whole string; also that of their parents. This 


Xen. Mem. i. 2, 48. fact Xenophon’s Apology al- 
2 Mem. i. 2,56; Plato, Char. lows, and attempts to justi- 
163, B. Conf. p. 212, 4. fy. But in order to decide 
® Mem. i, 2, 49. whether it is an established 


4 Conf. Mem. ii. 2, 3. A fact, and whether Socrates is 
further charge is connected here to blame, it is indeed 
with the above, viz., that he quite possible we need a more 
induced many young men to trustworthy authority, and we 


UNFOUNDED CHARGES. 


It might be replied that one who judged the value of 
aman simply and solely by his knowledge, and who at 
the same time found all wanting in true knowledge, 
was making bis pupils self-conceited, and teach- 
ing them to consider themselves above all authority 
by their own imaginary knowledge. But whilst 
with partial eye overrating the importance of know- 
ledge, Socrates avoided this practically harmful in- 
ference by above all endeavouring to make his friends 
conscious of their own want of knowledge, and laying 
no claim to knowledge himself, but only professing 
to pursue it. No fear that any one imbued with 
this spirit of humility and modesty, would misuse 
the Socratic teaching. For its misconstruction and 
for the consequences of a superficial and defective 
conception of it Socrates is as little ‘responsible as 
any other teacher. 

Of more moment is another point touched upon 
in the judicial proceedings—the relation of Socrates 
himself to the Athenian democracy. As is well 
known, Socrates considered the existing constitution 
a complete failure.! He would not have the power 
in the state awarded by lot or by-election, but by the 
qualification of the individuals; and he occasionally 
expressed opinions respecting the masses who thronged 
the Pnyx and filled the theatre at assemblies of the 
people containing no doubt a great deal of truth, 


son against his father, but 
urged the father to give him 


ought to know the circum- 
stances better. In the single 


case there mentioned, that of 
the son of Anytus, the truth 
of which appears doubtful, So- 
crates probably did not set the 


a better education, or else ex- 
pressed himself to a third party 
to that effect. 

1 See p. 167. 
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but coming very near to treason against the sove- 
reignty of the people.! It was natural that his 
accusers should make use of such expressions, and 
that they should not be without influence on the 
judges. Still a free censure of existing institutions 
is by no means treason. Some Grecian states may 
have confined the liberty of speech within very 
narrow limits, but at Athens the freedom of thought 
and of speech was unlimited; it formed.an integral 
portion of the republican constitution ; the Athenian 
regarded it as an inalienable right and was proud to 
be herein distinguished from every other state.? In 
the time of the most violent party quarrels there is 
no instance of interference with either political views 
or political teaching. The outspoken friends of a 
Spartan aristocracy could openly stick to their 
colours, so long as they refrained from actual attacks 
on the existing state of things; and was Socrates 
not to be allowed the same privilege ? ? 

In the shape of actual deeds nothing, however, 
could be laid to his charge. He had never trans- 


1 In Mem. iii. 7, Socrates at- 
tempts to relieve Charmides of 
his dread of appearing in pub- 
lic by reminding him, that the 
people whom he is afraid of, 
consist of peasants, shoemakers, 
pedlars, &c., and therefore do 
not deserve such consideration. 
The charge preferred by the 
accuser, Mem. i. 2, 58, that 
Socrates thought it was reason- 
able for the rich to abuse the 
poor, is clearly a misrepresen- 
tation. 

2 Compare Plato, Gorg. 461, 


E.: Demosth. in Androt. p. 
603 ; Funebr. 1396. 

* Grote’s reference to the 
Platonic state, 1]. c. p. 679, in 
which no freedom of indivi- 
dual opinion was allowed, is 
not altogether to the point. 
The fundamental ideas of 
Plato’s state are different to 
those then prevailing in Athens. 
Plato, Rep. viii. 557, B., reckons 
freedom of speech among the 
evils of a democracy, a type of 
which was the Athenian form 
of government. 


UNFOUNDED CHARGES. 


gressed the laws of the state. His duties as a citizen 
had been conscientiously fulfilled. His avowed 
opinion was that man must live for the state and 
obey its laws. He was no partizan of the oligarchical 
faction. On the contrary, he had twice hazarded his 
life,! once to rescue the victors at Arginuse—good 
democrats—from the extrajudicial mercies of an in- 
furiated populace, the other time to prevent an 


unjust command of the thirty tyrants from being . 


carried out.? His school, too, in as far as it can be 
called a school, had no decided political bias. If 
the greater number of his pupils were taken from 
the upper classes,? and hence probably belonged to 
the aristocratic party, one of his most intimate 
friends‘ was amongst the companions of Thrasybu- 
lus; most of his adherents however seem to have 
taken no decided line in politics. A charge of 
political inactivity has been brought against him in 
modern times. On this head, different judgments 
may be passed on him from different points of views. 
From our side we can only praise him for continuing 
faithful to his higher calling, not wasting his powers 
and his life on a career, in which he would have 
attained no success, and for which he was unfitted. 
But whatever view may be taken, it is certainly not 
a punishable offence to avoid a statesman’s career ; 
least of all to avoid it under the conviction that you 
can do more good to the state in other ways. To 


1 Xen. i. 1, 17. : * Plato, Apol. 23, 0. See p. 
2 See pp. 66; 67; 148; 176. 
166. 4 Cheerephon, ibid. 21, A. 
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help the state in his own way was to Socrates an 
object of the highest and deepest interest.' His 
political theories may not have corresponded with 
existing institutions, but his character as a citizen 
must be admitted to be pure; and according to the 
laws of Athens, he was guilty of no crime against the 
state.” 

Nor were the political views of Socrates the only 
things which gave offence. His whole position was, 
as Hegel has so well indicated,’ at variance with the 
ground occupied by the old Greek morality. The 
moral life of Greece, like every national form of life, 
rested originally on authority. It relied partly on 
the unquestioned authority of the laws of the state, . 
and partly on the all-powerful influence of custom 
and training, which raised general convictions to the 
rank of written laws of God, traceable by no one to 
a definite origin. To oppose this traditional morality 
was regarded as a crime and conceit, an offence 
against God and the commonweal. To doubt its 
rightfulness never occurred to any one, nor was 
indeed permitted ; and for this reason, the need of 
an enquiry into its foundations, of proving its 


1 Compare p. 65. rights. But this law had long 


7 At an earlier period it 
might have given offence, that: 
Socrates appeared to hold aloof 
from the political questions of 
his time, and an appeal might 
have been made to the old law 
of Solon, Plut. Sol. c. 20 ; Arist. 
in Gell. N.A. ii. 12, 1, threaten- 
ing neutrals in case of an .in- 
ternal quarrel with loss of civil 


fallen into disuse, if indeed it 
had ever been in force; and 
who can blame Socrates for re- 
maining neutral when he could 
conscientiously side with none 
of the conflicting parties ? Per- 
haps it was a political narrow- 
ness, but it was not a crime. 
* Gesch. d. Phil. ii. 81. 


HIS RELATION TO THE ANCIENT MORALITY. 


necessity, or even of supporting it by personal intro- 
spection, was never felt. 

Socrates, however, demanded such an enquiry. 
He would allow nothing to be believed, and have no- 
thing done, until men were first fully convinced of its 
truth or expediency. For him it is not enough to 
have a rule, universally recognised and legally estab- 
lished, but the individual must think out each subject 
for himself, and discover its reasons: true virtue and 
right action are only possible when they spring from 
personal conviction. Hence his whole life was spent 
in examining the current notions touchmg morals, in 
testing their truth, and seeking for their reasons. 
This examination brought him in nearly ali points to 
the same results as those which were established 
by custom and opinion. If his notions were in many 
respects clearer and sharper, this advantage was one 
which he shared in common with the best and wisest 
of his contemporaries. Nevertheless, tried by the 
standard of the old Greek morality, his position seems 
very critical. In the first place the ordinary morality, 
and the received rules of conduct resting on authority 
and tradition, were by him deprived of their chief 
value. In comparison with knowledge, and the con- 
scious virtue of Socrates, they were so much depre- 
ciated, that not only was the self-love of individuals 
hurt, but the actual validity of the laws of the state 
was called in question. If man has only to follow his 
own convictions, he will agree with the popular will 
only when, and in as far as, it agrees with his convic- 
tions. If the two come into collision, there can be 
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no doubt as to which side he will espouse. This 
principle is candidly avowed by Socrates in his de- 
fence, in his celebrated declaration that he would 
obey God rather than the Athenians.’ And thus his 
views stand, even in theory, in sharp and ifreconcile- 
able contradiction to the older view. It was impos- 
sible therefore to guarantee, indeed it was highly 
improbable that there would be, a perfect agreement 
between the two in their results, and as a matter of 
fact, Socrates by his political views was undeniably 
opposed to the existing form of constitution.? 

There can moreover be no mistaking the fact, 
that the whole character of the Socratic philosophy 
is at variance with the preponderance given to politi- 
cal interests, without which the Greek states could 
never, considering their limited range, have achieved 
greatness. The duty of the individual towards the 
community was indeed recognised by Socrates to its 
full extent. Even his friends he urged to devote 
their attention to public affairs when any of them 
showed ability for the task,’ and in keeping back 


‘from public life those who were young‘ and unformed, 


he acted meritoriously from the point of view of 
ancient Greece. Still the maxim that man must be 
clear about himself, and be sure of his own moral 
well-being before meddling with that of others and 
with the community;° the conviction of Socrates 
that a political career was not only alien to his own 


1 Plat. Apol. 29, C. 4 Mem. iii.6; iv. 2; Plato, 
2 See p. 167 and 223. Symp. 216, A. 
3 See p. 167, 3. 5 Plato, 1. ¢. 


HIS RELATION TO THE ANCIENT MORALITY. 


character, but impossible, in the then state of things, 
to a man of integrity ;! the whole inward turn given 
to thought and pursuits, the demand for self-know- 
ledge, for moral knowledge, for self-training— all this 
could not but weaken in himself and his pupils the 


inclination for political life. It could not fail to 


make the moral perfection of the individual the main 
point, while reducing activity for the state—that 
highest and most immediate duty of a citizen accord- 
ing to the ancient view—to a subordinate and de- 
rivative rank. 

And, lastiy, if the charge of rejecting his country’s 
Gods was, as he believed, unjustly preferred against 
Socrates, still his theory, it must be admitted, was an 
extremely perilous one, as was seen in the case of 
Antisthenes, when once the Socratic demand for 
knowledge was developed to its consequences, and 
religious notions were similarly dealt with in order 
to discover what people understood thereby. This is 
true also of his daypdviov. As a kind of oracle it had 
indeed a place on the ground of the Greek faith, but 
by its internal character it made the decision depend 
on the subject instead of depending on external por- 
tents. And yet how dangerous was this proceeding 
in a country in which oracles were not only a religious 
but a political institution! How easily might others 
be led to imitate the example of Socrates, taking 
counsel, however, with their own understanding in- 
stead of with an undefined inward feeling, and thus 
thinking little of belief in the Gods or of their utter- 

1 Plato, Apol. 31, C. 
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ances! We may indeed be convinced that Socrates 
was in all these points right in the main, and it is 
quite true that he was the precursor and founder of 
our moral view of the world; but how could this new 
idea of right be admitted by any one who shared the 
traditions of the ancient Greek world? How could 
a state built upon these traditions allow such an idea 
to be spread, without commiting an act of suicide ? 
Even remembering, then, that Socrates laboured and 
taught in his simple manner, not in the Sparta of 
Lycurgus, but in Athens and amongst the generation 
that had fought at Marathon, we shall still find it 
quite natural for the state to endeavour to restrain 
his action. For Athens was absolutely ignorant of 
that freedom of personal conviction, which Socrates 
required, nor could she endure it.! In such a com- 
munity the punishment of the innovator can cause 
no surprise. For was not a dangerous doctrine, ac- 
cording to old notions, a crime against the state? 
And if the criminal resolutely refused to obey the 
sentence of the judges, as Socrates actually did, 
how could the penalty of death fail to follow? To 
one therefore starting from the old Greek view of 
right and the state, the condemnation of Socrates 
cannot appear to be unjust.? 


1 To say that the line adop- 
ted by Socrates was not opposed 
to the constitution of Solon, 
but was instead a return to 
old Greek custom, as Georgii 
(Uebersetzung d. Plat. Apolo- 
gie, p. 129) asserts, is not 
correct. For not only did he 
express disapproval of appoint- 
ing by lot to public offices, 


which was, it is true, an insti- 
tution later than Solon’s time, 
but he disliked the popular 
elections of Solon; and his 
principle of free investigation 
is widely removed from the 
spirit of Solon’s times. 

7 Compare the remarks of 
Kock on Aristophanes, i. 7. 


HIS RELATION TO THE MORALITY OF HIS TIME. 


A very different question is it whether Athens at 
that time had a right to this opinion, a point which 
the defenders of Athens assume far too readily.! To 
us the question appears to deserve an unqualified 
negation. Had a Socrates appeared in the time of 
Miltiades and Aristides, and had he been condemned 
then, the sentence might be regarded as a simple 
act of defence on the part of the old morality against 
the spirit of innovation. In the period after the 
Peloponnesian war such a view can no longer be 
admitted. For where was the solid morality which 
Anytus and Meletus were supposed to defend? Had 
not all kinds of relations, views, and modes of life 
long since been penetrated by an individualising 
tendency far more dangerous than that of Socrates? 
Had not men been long accustomed in place of the 


1 Hegel, 1. c. p. 100, is here 
most nearly right, although he 
regards the Athenians exclu- 
sively as the representatives 
of the old Greek morality. 
Forchhammer, on the contrary, 
is anything but impartial, in 
making the Athenians conser- 
vative, and Socrates a revolu- 
tionary, and attributing to the 
latter the extreme consequences 
of those principles, notwith- 
standing his protest. Nietzsche, 
too (Sokr. a. d. Griech.Tragédie, 
p. 29), overlooks the difference 
of times in thinking that, when 
Socrates had once been im- 
peached, his condemnation was 
quite just. If this were allowed, 
not aword could be said against 
the sentence of death. For, 
according to Athenian custom, 


when a verdict of guilty had 
been brought in, the judges 
could only choose between the 
penalty demanded by the 
plaintiff and that asked for by 
the defendant ; in the present 
case between death and an illu- 
sory fine. But the question 
really is whether Socrates de- 
served punishment at all, and 
to this question a negative 
answer must be given both 
from our point of view as well 
as from that of his cotempor- 
aries; from ours, because we 
take liberty of judgment to be 
something sacred and invio- 
lable; from theirs, because the 
Athenians had long since de- 
parted from the ancient state 
of things. 
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great statesmen of old to see demagogues and aristo- 
crats in feud with each other on every other point, 
but agreeing in the thoughtless play of rivalry and 
ambition? Had not all the cultivated men of that 
time passed through a school of rationalism which 
had entirely pulled to pieces the beliefs and the 
morals of their ancestors? Had not men for a gene- 
ration lived themselves into the belief that laws are 
the creations of caprice, and that natural right and 
positive nght are very different things?! What had 
become of the olden chastity when Aristophanes 
could tell his hearers in the midst of his attacks 
on Socrates, half in joke, half in derision, that they 
were one and all adulterers?? What had become of 
ancient piety at a time when the sceptical verses of 
Euripides were in every one’s mouth, when every 
year the happy sallies of Aristophanes and other 
comedians in successful derision of the inhabitants 
of Olympus were clapped, when the most unprejudiced 
complained that fear of God, trust, and faith, had 
vanished,? and when the stories of future retribution 
were universally derided ? ‘ 

This state of things Socrates did not make; he 
found it existing. What he is blamed for really con- 
sists in this, that he entered into the spirit of his 
time, trying to reform it by means of itself, instead 
of making the useless and silly attempt to bring it 
back to a type of culture which was gone for ever. 
It was an obviously false attack of his opponents to 


1 Conf. p. 29. 3 Thue. iii. 82; ii. 53. 
2 Clouds, 1083. 4 Plato, Rep. i. 330, D. 


HIS RELATION TO THE MORALITY OF HIS TIME. 


hold him responsible for the corruption of faith and 
morals, which he was trying to stem in the only 
possible way. It was a clumsy self-deception on 
their part to imagine themselves men of the good old 
time. His condemnation is not only a great injustice 
according to our conceptions of right, but it is so 
also according to the standard of his own time; it 1s 
a crying political anachronism, one of those unfortu- 
nate measures, by which a policy of restauration is 
ever sure to expose its incompetence and short- 
sightedness. . Socrates certainly left the original 
ground of Greek thought, and transported it beyond 
the bounds, within which this particular form of 
national life was alone possible. But he did not do 
so before it was time, nor before the untenableness 
of the old position had been amply demonstrated. 
The revolution which was going forward in the whole 


spirit of the Greeks, was not the fault of one indi- 


vidual, but it was the fault of destiny, or rather it 
was the general fault of the time. The Athenians 
in punishing him condemned themselves, and com- 
mitted the injustice of making him pay the penalty 
of what was historically the fault of all. The con- 
demnation therefore was not of the least use: in- 
stead of being banished, the spirit of innovation was, 
on the contrary, thereby all the more aroused. We 
have then here not a simple collision between two 
moral powers equally justified and equally limited. 
Guilt and innocence are not equally divided between 
the parties. On the one hand was a principle his- 
torically necessary and higher in respect of import- 
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CuaPp. ance, of which Socrates had an unquestioned claim 
to be the representative. On the other hand, one 
far more limited, represented by his opponents, but 
to which they have no longer a just right, since they 
do not faithfully adhere to it. This constitutes the 
peculiar tragic turn in the fate of Socrates. A 
reformer who is truly conservative is attacked by 
nominal and imaginary restorers of old times. The 
Athenians in punishing him give themselves up as 
lost; for in reality it is not for destroying morals 
that he is punished, but for attempting to restore 
them. 
(c) A ‘To form a correct judgment of the whole occur- 
Abcam rence, we mist not forget that Socrates was con- 
Socrates demned by only a very small majority, that to all 
and his ; : ‘ ° 
country- ppearances it lay in his own power to secure his 
Hoi lutely equittal, and that undoubtedly he would have es- 
necessary. caped with a far less punishment than death, had he 
not challenged his judges by the appearance of pride. 
These circumstances must make us doubly doubtful 
of regarding his ruin as an unavoidable consequence 
of his rebellion against the spirit of his nation. As 
they place the guilt of the Athenians in a milder 
light, by laying it in part on the head of the accused, 
so too they at the same time prove that accidental 
events, in no way connected with the leading charac- 
ter of his teaching, had great weight in the final 
decision. No doubt Socrates was at variance with 
the position and the demands of the ancient morality 
in essential points; but it was not necessary in the 
then state of opinion at Athens, that it should come 
to a breach between him and his nation. Although 


RESULTS OF HIS DEATH. 


the political reaction after the expulsion of the thirty 
tyrants was sufficiently powerful to bring about an 
attack on him, the conviction of his guilt was not so 
universal but that it might have been possible for 
him to escape the punishment of death. 

For his honour and his cause it was a happy 
thing that he did not escape. What Socrates in 
pious faith expressed after his condemnation—that 
to die would be better for him than to live—has 
been fully realised in his work. The picture of the 
dying Socrates must have afforded to his pupils, in 
the highest degree, what it now after centuries affords 
to us—a simple testimony to the greatness of the 
human mind, to the power of philosophy, and to the 
victory of a spirit pious and pure, reposing on 
clear conviction. It must have stood before them in 
all its glory, as the guiding star of their inner life, 
as it is depicted by Plato’s master hand. It must 
have increased their admiration for their teacher, 
their zeal to imitate him, their devotion to his teach- 
ing. By his death the stamp of higher truth was 
impressed on his life and words. The sublime repose 
and happy cheerfulness with which he met death, 
was the strongest corroboration of all his convictions, 
the zenith of a long life devoted to knowledge and 
virtue. Death did not add to the substance of his 
teaching, but it greatly strengthened its influence. 
A life had been spent in sowing the seeds of know- 
ledge with a zeal unequalled by any other philosopher 
either before or after; higsdeath greatly forwarded 


dantly in the Socratic Schools. 


the harvest, so that they brought forth fruit abun- ” 
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of Socra- 


1¢28. 


XENOPHON : SCHINES. 


A MIND so great and active in every way as that of 
Socrates could not fail to make a lasting impression 
on every kind of character with which it came into 
contact. If then the most perfect systems are often 
not understood by all their adherents in the same 
sense, might not a much greater divergence and 
variety of apprehension be expected, in a case where 
no system lay ready to hand, but only the fragments 
and germs of what might be one—a person, a princi- 
ple, a method, a mass of individual utterances and of 
desultory discussions? The greater part of the fol- 
lowers of Socrates confined their attention to what 
was most obvious and lay nearest to an ordinary in- 
telligence—the originality, the purity of character, 
the intelligent view of life, the deep piety and the 
beautiful moral maxims of their teacher. Only a 
smaller number gave more careful attention to the 
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deeper thoughts, which often appeared under so un- 
pretentious an outside, and even of these nearly all 
took a very narrow view of the subjects which occu- 
pied Socrates. Combining older theories with the 
teaching of their master, which it is true needed to 
be thus supplemented, they did so in such a manner 
as almost to lose the distinctive merits of his philoso- 
phy. One only with a deeper insight into the spirit 
of Socrates has succeeded in creating a system which 
presents in a most brilliant and extended form what 
Socrates had attempted in another manner and on a 
more limited scale. 

In the first of these classes must be placed with- 
out doubt by far the greater number of those who are 
known to us as the pupils of Socrates.! The writings 


' Besides the Socratists who 
will be presently mentioned, 
are Crito (Xen. Mem. ii. 9; 
Plato, Grito, Pheedo, 59, B., 60, 
A., 63, D., 115, A.; Eythyde- 
mous; Diog. ii. 121, who makes 
him the author of seventeen 
books, which, however, belong 
to him as little as his suppos- 
ed children Hermogenes, and 
others), and Clitobulus his son 
(Xen. Mem. i. 3, 8. 11.6; Cc. 
1-6; Symp. 4, 10; Plato, Apol. 
33, D., 38, B.; Phedo, 59, B.; 
Zésch. in Atheneus v. 220, a.) ; 
Chzerephon (Mem. 2, 48; 11. 3; 
Plato, Apol. 20, E.; Charm. 
153, B.; Gorgias, Aristophanes, 
Clouds, Birds, 1296) and his 
brother Chzrecrates (Mem. 
l.c.); also Apollodorus (Mem. 
iii. 11, 17; Plato, Apol. 34, 
A., 38, B.; Phsedo, 59, B., 117, 
D.; Symp.); Aristodemus(Mem. 


1.4; Plato, Symp. 173, B., 174, 
A., 223, B.);  Euthydemus 
(Mem. iv. 2; 3; 5;6; 1, 
Sym. 222 B.); Theages (Pl. 
Apol. 33 E.; Rep. vi. 496, B.) ; 
Hermogenes (Xen. Mem. ii. 10, 
3, iv. 8,4; Sym. 4, 46; Apol. 2, 
Pl, Phedo, 59, B). In Mem. i. 
2, 48, perhaps ‘Eppoyévys should 
be read for Hermocrates; but 
at any rate this Hermocrates 
must be distinguished from the 
Hermocrates mentioned i. 
Tim. 19, C., 20, A, Krit. 108, 
A; the latter being a stranger 
who only stays at Athens on 
his way. Compare Steinhart, 
Pl. W. vi. 39 and 235; Phsedo- 
nides (Mem. i. 2, 48; Pl. Phzedo, 
59, ©.); Theodotus (Pl. Apol. 
33, E.); Epigenes (Phzedo, 59, 
B.; Mem. iii. 12); Menexenus 
(Pheedo, 59, B.; Lysis, 206, D.); 
Clesippus (Phedo, Euthyde- 
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too which are attributed to many of these followers of 
Socrates—amongst which, however, there is much 
that is spurious—were, on an average doubtless little 
more than summaries of popular moral maxims.! 
One of the best illustrations of this mode of under- 
standing and applying the doctrines of Socrates may 


be found in Xenophon.? 


mus, and Lysis); Thestetus 
(Theztet. Soph. Pol. Pract. in 
Euclid. 19, m. 20); the younger 
Socrates (Plat. Thest. 147, E.; 
Soph. 218, 8; Polit. 257, C.; 
Arist. Metaph. vii. 11, 1036, 6, 
25; conf. Hermann, Plat. i. 661); 
Terpsion (Pl. Thext.; Phxdo, 
59, C.); Charmides (Xen. Mem. 
iii. 7; 6, 14; Symp. 4, 29; 
Hellen. ii. 4, 19; Plate, Charm. 
Sym. 222, B.; Prot. 315, A.); 


. Glaucon the brother of Plato 


(Mem. iii. 6; the same indi- 
vidual to whom Diog. ii. 124, 
attributes nine genuine and 
thirty-two spurious dialogues, 
and who is identical with the 
Glauco of Plato’s Republic, and 
the Parmenides, as we assume 
following Béokh; conf. Ab- 
handlung d. Berliner Acad. 
1873, Hist. Philos. Kl]. p. 86); 
Cleombrotus (Phd. 59, C.; 
perhaps the same who is said 
by Callim. in Cic. Tuse. i. 34, 
84, and Seat. Math. i. 48; 
David, Proleg. in Cat. 9; Schol. 
in Arist. 13, b, 35; Ammon in 
Porphyr. Isag. 2, b, to have 
committed suicide over the 
Phsedo, probably not from mis- 
understanding the exhortation 
to a philosophic death, but 
from shame for his conduct 
there blamed); Diodorus (Meng. 
ii. 10); Critias, whom Dionys. 


Jud. de Thuc. c. 31, p. 941, 
reckons among the followers of 
Soerates and Alcibiades in 
their younger years (Mem. i. 
2, 12, Plato); not to mention 
others who were acquainted 
with Socrates, but did not join 
his way of thinking, such as 
Pheedrus the friend of Sophistry 
(Plate, Phed., Symp.); Callias 
(Xen. Symp., Plate, Phot.) ; the 
younger Pericles (Mem. iv. 5); 
Aristarchus (Mem. ii. 7.); Eu- 
therus (Mem. ii.8); and many 
others. 

1 Crito and Glaucon. 

2 Xenophon, the son of the 
Athenian Gryllus, died aecord- 
ing to a statement in Dteg. 
li. 56, 360-359 B.c. From 
Hellen. vi. 4, 35, however, it 
appears that he survived the 
murder of Alexander of Pherse 
357. If the treatise respecting 
the public revenues of Athens 
belongs to the year 355, he 
must also have outlived that 
year. On the authority of Ps. 
fucian. Macrob. 21, his birth 
was formerly placed in 450, or 
on accoynt of his participation 
in the battle of Delium, p. 66, 
2,in 445 B.C. The first of these 
passages is, however, extremely 
untrustworthy, as giving in- 
formation depending on the 
date of his death which as very 
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It is impossible in reading the works of this 
author not to be struck with the purity and loftiness 


uncertain. The latter is so 
much at variance with what 
Plato, Symp. 220, D. says, that 
it is a most uncertain foun- 
dation on which to build. 
Neither passage ‘agrees with 
what Xenophon himself says 
(Anab. iii. 1, 4. and 25, od8é» 
mpopacl(onat thy jAucdav) 2, 37, 
where he mentions himself and 
Timasion as the two youngest 
amongst the generals. These 
6s place it beyond dispute, 

that at the time of the expedi- 
tion he is describing, 401-400 
B.C., he was about 45 years of 
age and not much older than 
his friend Proxenus, who fell 
in it about 30. (So Grote, 
Plato iii. 563; Cobet, Nove 
Lect. 535; Bergk in Ersch. u. 
Gruber’s Encyl. i. 81, 392; 
Curtius, Griech. Gesch. iii. 772, 
31.) The circumstances of his 
life we only know imperfectly. 
He speaks himself in the Ana- 
basis iii. 1, 4, Memorabilia and 
(Economicus of his relations 
to Socrates, as to the origin of 
which ii, 48, tells a 
doubtful story, and in the 
Anabasis of his activity and 
experience in the retreat of 
the 10,000. After his return 
he entered the Spartan army 
in Asia Minor, and fought 
under Agesilaus at Coronea 
inst his own countrymen. 
Banished for this from Athens, 
he settled in the Elean Scillus, 
colonised by Spartans (Xen. 
‘Anab. v. 3,6; Diog.ii. 51; Pau- 
san. v. 6,4; Plut. Agesil. 18; 
De Exil. 10, p. 603). Aeccord- 
ing to an ill-accredited story 


in Pausanias he died here. 
More credible authorities state 
that he was banished by the 
Eleans (probably in 370 B.c., 
when they joined the Thebans 
after the battle of lLeuctra 
Diodor. xv. 62), and spent the 
rest of his life at Corinth 
(Diog. 53). His banishment 
appears to have ended, when 
Athens joined Sparta against 
Thebes, as the treatise on the 
revenues indicates, whether 
before or after the battle of 
Mantinza, in which his two 
sons fought among the Athe- 
nian cavalry, and the elder one 
Gryllus fell (Diog. 54; Plut. 
Consol. ad Apoll. 33, p. 118), 
Xenophon’s writings are dis- 
tinguished for purity and grace 
of language, and the unadorned 
clearness of the description. 
They appear to have been pre- 
served entire. The Apology, 
however, the Agesilaus, and 
the treatise on the Athenian 
constitution are certainly spu- 
rious and several others of the 
smoaller treatises are either 


spurious or have large inter- 


polations. Steinhart, Plat. 1. 
95, 300, wrongly doubts the 
Symposium. For his life and 
writings consult Xrtiger, De 
Xenoph. Vita, Halle, 1832, also 
in 2nd vol. of Historisch. philol. 
Studien, Ranke, De. Xenoph. 
Vita et Scriptis, Berlin, 1851. 
Grote, Plato iii. 562; Bergh, 1.c. ; 
Bahr in Pauly’s Realencyclop. 
vi. 6, 2791. For other litera- 
ture on the subject Zbdid. and 
Uoberneg, Gesch. d. Phil. i. 95, 
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of the sentiment, with his chivalrous character, and 
the healthy tone of his mind ; still his philosophical 
capacities cannot be estimated at a very high rate. 
His description of Socrates is full of admiration for 
the greatness of his character; his philosophical 
merit and his intellectual labours he has only im- 
perfectly understood. Not only does he sharé the 
narrowness of the position of Socrates—as for instance 
when he quotes the derogatory opinions of his master 
respecting natural science in proof of his piety and 
intelligence,'—but he misunderstands the true phi- 
losophic worth of the discussions he reports. The 
formation of conceptions, constituting as it does the 
germ of the whole teaching of Socrates, is only acci- 
dentally mentioned by him in order to show what 
care his master devoted to the critical culture of his 
friends.2 All that he gathers from Socrates’ peculiar 
habit of asking every one whom he came across, in his 
thirst for knowledge, as to his mode of life, is that 
he tried to make himself useful to people of every 
class, craftsmen included.* The importance of those 
maxims too, relative to virtue, in which the whole 
peculiarity of the Socratic ethics consists, can only 
be gathered with so much difficulty from his account, 
that it is obvious how little it was understood by 
Xenophon himself.4 Many echoes and reminiscences 
of the Socratic mode of teaching are indeed to be 
found in his independent sketches; but he is too ex- 


1 Mem. i. 1, 11; iv. 7. 2 Ibid. iv. 6. 
3 Tbid. iii. 10, 1; i. 1; conf, 106, 2. 
4 Mem. iii. 9, and p. 140. 
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clusively occupied with their practical application to 
engage in any really scientific researches. He de- 
scribes the catéchetical mode of teaching,! in which 
he seems to have been somewhat skilled; but his 


dialogues do not aim, like those of the genuine So-’ 


cratic type, at the formation of conceptions, and are 
often far too easy in their proofs and deductions. 
He recommends self-knowledge,? but primarily only 
in its popular sense, meaning, that no one ought to 
attempt what: is beyond his powers. He insists on 
piety, self-restraint, and so forth, but he appears not 
to hold the maxim of Socrates,‘ that all these virtues 
consist in knowledge. Following the method used 
by Socrates, he proves that nothing is a_good of which 
you_do not make a right-use ;° that every one readily 
submits to the wise,® that right and law are synony- 
mous terms,’ and that the rich are not more happy 
than the |_poor,° that the true measure of riches and 
poverty 1 is not simple possession, but a possession pro- 
portionate: to the needs of the possessor.2 He repeats 


what Socrates had said about truth and error,!° yet — 


not without hinting that these principles are liable 
to be abused. With the same decision as his master, 
he declares against the sensual and unnatural abuses 


1 Cc. 19, 14. 5 See above, p. 141, 2. 
2 Cyrop. vii. 2, 20. ® Cyrop. i. 6, 21. See above, 
8 Tbid. viii. 1, 23. p. 168, 2. 


4 Compare the conversation 7 Jbid. i. 3, 17. See p. 
between Cyrus and Tigranes, 148, 1. 
Cyrop. iii. 1, 16, and Mem. i. 2, 8 Tbid. viii. 3, 40; Symp. 4, 
19,in which the ordinary viewis 29; Mem. i. 6, 4. 
given rather than the Socratic, ° Cc. 2, 2. 
although the language allows 10 Cyrop.i.6, 31; Mem. iv. 2,13. 
the latter. 
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of love;! and, following out his train of thought, he 
requires that woman should have a recognised, social 
position, and have more care. Spent o: on eee ee 
panionsbip for life, : and should be based on a recipro- 
city of capacities and performances.? He exhorts to 
work, without, however, like his teacher condemning 
the Greek prejudice against manual ‘labour.? ) By 
many of his expressions he gives us to know what is 
his ideal of a beautiful and happy life;‘ but he 
neither attempts to give a philosophic reason for his 
ideal, nor does he place it outside the platform of 
traditional Greek ethics. Touching the knowledge 
and omnipotence of the Gods, their care for mankind, 
the blessing consequent upon piety,° he expresses 
himself with warmth ; but at the same time he fully 
shares the belief of his nation ® in regard to predic- 
tions and sacrifices, himself understanding their inter- 
pretation.| He makes Cyrus express the hope of a 
higher life after death, confirming that view by 
several considerations, without, however, venturing 
to assert it with full assurance. He reminds us that 
the soul is invisible; that vengeance surely comes on 
the murderers of the innocent, and that honour is due 
to the dead. He cannot believe that the soul which 


1 Symp. 8, 7, p. 165. * Compare amongst other 
? Uc. 313, c. 7; see p. 166, 4. passages, Cyrop. i. 6, 2; 23; 
> ec. 4, 2; 6, 5; 20, 15; 44: Cc. 5, 19; 7, 7; 1, 8; 


conf. p. 170, 1. Hipparch. i. 1; B 14; 7, 1; 9, 
4 Mem. iv. 8, 11; Cyrop. 8; Anal. iii. 1, 11; v. 9, 22 and 
viii. 7, 6; Gc. 11, 8. 6, "98, and also pp. 65, B; 147; 


5 Symp. 4, 46; Cyrop. i. 6, Cyrop. i. 6, 28, agrees fully 
2; Gc. 7, 18. with Mem. i. 1, 6. 
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gives life to the body should be itself mortal, or that 
reason should not survive in greater purity after its 
separation from the body, seeing a sign thereof in 
prophesying in sleep.'! In all these explanations we 
may discern the faithful and thoughtful follower of 
Socrates, but there is not a trace of original thought. 
Indeed it is doubtful whether the few passages in 
which Xenophon seems to have somewhat amplified 
the teaching of his master, ought not really to be at- 
tributed to Socrates. 

His larger work on politics, the Cyropzedeia, is, as 
a book of political philosophy, unimportant. Xeno- 
phon here proposes to pourtray the Socratic ideal 
of a ruler who understands his business,? and who 
cares for his people as a shepherd cares for his 
flock ;* but what he really gives, is a description of 
a valiant and prudent general,‘ of an upright man, 
and of a chivalrous conqueror. Not an attempt is 
made to mark out more clearly the province of go- 
vernment, to give a higher meaning to the state, or 
to fulfil its object by fixed institutions. The demand 
for a careful education® may reveal the follower of 
Socrates, but there is so little reference in that educa- 
tion to knowledge,® that it might more easily pass for 
a Spartan than for a Socratic education. Every 


1 Cyrop. viii. 7,17. See p. phon may be the nameless 
179. friend referred to in this pas- 

2 Tbid. i. 1,3. Seep. 167. sage. 

8 Ibid. viii. 2, 14; Mem. i. 5 Cyrop. i. 2, 2; viii. 8, 13; 
2, 32. vii. 5, 72. 

4 Ibid. 6, 12, speaks of these ¢ A weak echo of the prin- 
duties in language similar to ciple of Socrates is found i. 
Mem. iii. 1. Perhaps Xeno- 4, 3. 
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thing centres in the person of the prince. The state 
is an Asiatic kingdom. The highest aim to which 
all its institutions tend,! is the strength and wealth 
of the sovereign and his courtiers. Even this view is 
very imperfectly carried out, and many important 
departments of government are altogether omitted.? 
The same remarks apply to the Hiero. In this dia- 
logue Xenophon shows plainly enough, how little the 
supposed good-fortune of an absolute sovereign is 
really to be envied. His remarks touching the means 
whereby such a sovereign can make himself and his 
people happy—allowing that many of his proposals 
are expedient— do not advance beyond a benevolent 
despotism. More successful is his smaller treatise on 
family life. It bears witness to an intelligent mind 
and a benevolent heart, which comes out particularly 
in its utterances respecting the position assigned to 
woman 3 and the treatment of slaves. But it makes 
no pretensions to be a philosophical treatise, though 
it may contain many individual Socratic thoughts.® 
From Xenophon, then, the history of philosophy can 
gain but little.® | 


1 Compare viii. 1. The treaty 
between Cyrus and the Per- 
sians, villi. 5, 24, has for its 
object, security by the advan- 
tages of government. 

* Compare the spirited re- 
marks of Mohl, Gesch. d. 
Staatswissenschaft, i. 204. 

2 C. 3, 13, ¢. 7. 

4 12,3; 14, 93 c. 21; 7, 87 
and 41; 9, 11. 

5 See p. 242, 2. 

6 A more favourable view of 


Xenophon by Striimpell, Gesch. 
d. Prakt. Phil. d. Gr. 466-509. 
He sees in him the develop- 
ment of Socratic thought from 
the point of applied ethics, 
and a supplement to Plato’s 
pure speculations. Yet he too 
says that excepting in the 
(Economica there can be no 
trace of a systematic develop- 
ment in Xenophon (p. 481); 
his ethical teaching is extremely 
simple, almost entirely devoid 


' 
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_ Aéschines! would appear to have treated the 
teaching of Socrates in the same way. The writings 


— of this disciple,? are reckoned among the best models C. 2+- 
of Attic prose,? and are by some preferred to those of 
It is moreover asserted that they repro- 


Xenophon.‘ 


of philosophic language (p. 
484); he never really proves 
anything, nor employs any 
form for deduction, not even 
the favourite method with So- 
crates, that of definition (p. 
467). In what then does his 
importance for philosophy and 
history consist ? The applica- 
tion of the thoughts of others, 
without verifying their con- 
tents or observing their me- 
thod, may in many respects be 
very meritorious, but it cannot 
be regarded as a service ren- 
dered to philosophy. 

1 ZEschines, son of Lysanias 
(Plato, Apol. 33 E), against 
whom Diog. ii. 60, can have no 
weight, is praised for his ad- 
herence to Socrates (Diog. ii. 
31; Senec. Benef. 1.8). Plato 
mentions him (Phzdo, 59, R.), 
among those who were present 
at the death of Socrates. Ido- 
meneus, however (Diog. ii. 60, 


35; iii. 36), transferred to him: 


the part played by Crito in 
Plato, probably only out of 
spite to Plato. We afterwards 
encounter him in the company 
of the younger Dionysius (Diog. 
li. 61; 63; Plut. Adul. et Am. 
c. 26, p. 67; Philost. v. Apollon. 
1. 35, p. 43; Lucian, Paras. c. 
32, conf. Diodor. xv. 76), to 
whom he had been recom- 
mended by Plato, according to 
Plutarch, by Arstippus accord- 


ing to Diogenes. 


Aristippus 


appears as his friend in Diog. 
ii, 82: Plat. Coh. Ira, 14. Poor 
to begin with (Diog. ii. 34, 62) 
he was still poor in after-life 
on his return to Athens. He 
did not venture it is said to 
found a school, but delivered a 
few speeches and treatises for 
money (Diog. ii. 62; what 
Athen. xi. 507, c. and Diog.. ii. 
20 say is not credible). Whether 
the dirty stories are true which 
Lysias in Athen. xiii. 611, tells 
of him is a@ moot point. His 
writings according to Athen. 
give the impression of an hon- 
ourable man. The time of his 
death is not known. 

2 According to Diog. ii. 61, 
64, Phrynichus in Phot. Biblio- 


thek, c. 151, p. 101, seven of 


these were considered to be 
genuine. The scanty remains 
of them have been collected by 
Hermann, De Zéschin. Socr. 
Reliquiis, Gott. 1850. See Zbid. 
p. 8. 

3 Longin. wept eipés.; Rhet. 
Gr. ix. 559 (ed. Walz). 

* Phrynich. in Phot. Cod. 61, 
Schl. 158, g. E; Hermogenes, 
Form. Orat. ii. 3; Rhet. Gr. iii. 
394. M. Psellos in Con. Catal. 
of Bodl. MSS. p. 7483 quoted by 
Grote, Plato, iii. 469, against 
which authority Timon in Diog. 
ii. 55; 62 carries no weight. 
He is said to have imitated 
Gorgias in speech, Diog. ii. 63. 
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duce the spirit of Socrates with wonderful fidelity,’ 
and the few fragments which remain confirm this 
view. Nevertheless they appear to have been singu- 
larly poor in real philosophic thought. Their strength 
consists far more in the grace and elegance of their 
language than in an independent treatment of the 
Socratic teaching. 

More philosophic characters were the two The- 
bans, Simmias? and Cebes.* Both were pupils of 
Philolaus ; * both are described by Plato ® as thought- 
ful men. Still nothing certain is known of their 
philosophical opinions and performances. The writ- 
ings attributed to them® were already rejected by 
Panetius’ as far as he knew them, and the single 
one extant, known as the ‘Mirror’ of Cebes, is cer- 


tainly spurious.® 


1 Aristid. Or. xlv. p.35. Conf. 
Demetr. De Interpret. 297. 
Hence the story (Diog. ii. 60, 
62; Athen. xiii. 611), that his 
speeches had been composed 
by Socrates, and given to 
him by Xanthippe. Diog. ii. 
47 ranks him among the most 
distinguished followers of So- 
crates. 

2 Xen. Mem. i. 2, 48; iii. 11, 
17; Plato, Pheedo, 59, C., 63 A. 

3 Mem.; Phzedo, 59, C., 60, 


C. 

4 Pheedo, 61, D. 

5 It is said (Phedo, 242, B.), 
that Simmias delivered and 
composed more philosophical 
speeches than anyone else. In 
the Phzedo, 86, C., he is made 
to utter the maxim, that every 
question should be pursued as 


far as possible. Of Cebes, it 


Still less can any dependence be 


is said (Phxdo, 63, A., 77, A.), 
that he could always raise 
objections, and was the most. 
inveterate doubter; and the 
part which he and Simmias 
play in the Phedo corresponds 
with this description. 

* Diog. ii. 124, mentions 
twenty-three lectures of Sim- 
mias and three of Cebes, in- 
cluding the Mirror. Other testi- 
monies for the latter in Schweig- 
hauser, Epictete Enchiridion et 
Cebetes tabula, p. 261. 

7 Diog. ii. 64: advrov pévra 
taY SwxpaTrin@y Siardywr TMavai- 
Tos &AnGets elvat Sone? Tous FIAd- 
Twvos, Hevopaytos, ’Avricbévous, 
Aloxlvov' diord(e: 3& wept ray 
dalSwvos nal Evxacldou, robs dé 
hAAous dvaiper wdyras. 

® In modern times its ge- 
nuineness has been maintained 


SIMMIAS AND CEBES. 


placed on the genuineness of the writings which were 
circulated at a later time under the name of the 
shoemaker Simon.' Probably he is altogether an 


imaginary person.” 


In addition to Plato, four founders of Socratic . 


schools are known to us: Euclid, Pheedo, Antisthenes, 
and Aristippys. Of these the two former are much 
alike; the two others follow courses peculiar to 
themselves. There arose thus from them three dis- 
tinct Socratic schools: the Megarian-Elean, the 


Cynic, and the Cyrenaic. All these are derived from 
Socrates. 


One-sided however in their aims, and 


dependent themselves on earlier theories, they only 
imperfectly catch the spirit of the teaching of 


by Bakr (Pauly’s Real-Ency- 
clop. 2 vol. Art. Cebes) and 
Schweighiuser, c. 13, 33; but 
their assumption is refuted by 
two passages in it, one of 
which mentions a Peripatetic, 
and the other quotes from 
Plato’s Laws. In other re- 
spects too, notwithstanding its 
general colourlessness, traces 
appear of later times, e.g. in 
its Stoic morality and attacks 
on false culture. 

1 See Diog. ii. 122; Siid. 
Zwxpdrys’ Epist. Socrat. 12, 13 ; 
Phi. c. Prin. Philos. c. 1, p. 
776; Bockh.in Plat. Minoém. 
42, Simonis Socrat. Dialogi 
iv. Hermann, Plat. i. 419, 585. 

2 What Diogenes says of 
him is unsatisfactory, and the 
story that Pericles asked to be 
taken in by him, but that he 
refused, besides being chrono- 
logically suspicious, is hardly 


likely to be true. Of the 
dialogues attributed to him a 
great part are found in writ- 
ings belonging to other people 
(Hermann, 1. c.). It is sus- 
picious, that he is not men- 
tioned by any ancient autho- 
rity, and that both Plato and 
Xenophon should be _ silent 
about an old and very remark- 
able pupil of Socrates. In 
addition to the above, Swidae 
(Swxpdr. p. 843) mentions also 
Bryso of Heraclea as a pupil of 
Socrates. Others, however, as 
Suidas remarks, called him a 
pupil of Euclid’s, and the 
comedian Ephippus in Athen. 
xi. 509, c. calls him an Acade- 
mician. Theopompus’ state- 
ment (1. c. 508, D.) that Plato 
copied some of his writings, 
would harmonise with either 
view; but it is in any case 
false, 
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Socrates, and diverge from him and from one another 
in the most opposite directions. Socrates placed 
the highest business of man in knowing the good. 
What that good was he could not mark out more 
accurately, being partly satisfied with a practical 
description of it, being partly restricted to a theory 
of relative pleasure. These various sides of the 
Socratic philosophy now diverge, and are rounded 
into systems. One party confines itself to. the 
general burden of the teaching of Socrates—the 
abstract idea of the good. Others starting from 
pleasure which is its result make that the gauge of the 
good, and the good itself something relative. Again 
within the former class some make the theoretical, 
others the practical treatment of the good, to be the 
main point. Thus the Socratic teaching gave rise 
to the three schools just named, which in so far as 
they bring into prominence individual elements in 
the spirit of Socrates to the detriment of the rest, 
revert to older lines of thought, long since passed 
in the historical development of philosophy. The 
Megarians and Cynics go back to the Eleatic doc- 
trine of the One and All, and to the Sophistry of - 
Gorgias; the Cyrenaics to the negative teaching 
of Protagoras, and to the early scepticism of Herac- 
litus. 


THE MEGARIANS. 


CHAPTER XII. 


THE MEGARIAN AND THE ELEAN-ERETRIAN SCHOOLS. 


THE founder of the Megarian school! is Euclid.? 


1 Deyckhs, De Megaricorum 
Doctrina, Bonn, 1827, whose 
careful work has not been 
added to by Mallet’s Histoire 
de ]’Ecole de Mégare, Par. 1845. 
More independent, but some- 
times too diffuse, is Henne, 
Ecole de Mégare, Par. 1843. 
Ritter, Ueber die Philosophie 
der Meg. Schule in Rhein. 
Mus. ii. (1828), p. 295 ; Harten- 
stein, Ueber die Bedeutung 
der Meg. Schule fiir die Gesch. 
d. Metaphys. Probleme, Ver- 
hand]. der Séchs. Gesellschaft 
der Wissensch. 1848, p. 190; 
Prantl, Gesch. d. Logik, i. 33, 
which enters most deeply into 
the logical teaching of the 
Megarians. 

2 Kuclid’s home was Megara 
(Plato, Theztet.; Phzedo, 59, 
C.); that it was his birth-place 
is asserted by Cic. Acad. iv. 42, 
129; Strabo, ix. 1, 8, p. 393; 
Diog. ii. 106. The statement 
that he came from Gela (tives 
in Diog.) doubtless rests on a 
misunderstanding. Deycks, p. 
4, imagines it arose from con- 
founding him with Euclid the 
jester, yeAotos, to whom, how- 
ever, Athen. vi. 242, b, 250, e, 
does not give this epithet. 
Henne, p. 32, conjectures, but 
without sufficient reason, that 


A 


he was educated at Gela. That 
he also possessed property in 
Attica, Grote, Plat. iii. 471, 
concludes, but without suffi- 
cient reason, from Dionys. 
Judic. de Isao, c. 14; Karpo- 
erat. 841 re exuenputr. Poll. viii. 
48. Dionysus only refers to a 
judicial speech of Iszus xpds 
EixAclinv apropos of a piece 
of land, but that this Euclid 
was the follower of Socrates is 
pure conjecture. The time of 
his birth cannot be accurately 
determined, nor does the anec- 
dote in Geli. vi. 10 help for 
this. He was, however, pro- 
bably older than Plato. This 
seems to be proved by the fact 
that on the death of Socrates 
he served for some time as a 
centre to his disciples. The 
time of his death is also un- 
certain. If Stilpo and Pasicles 
were his personal pupils, he 
must have lived at least till 
360 B.c.; but this is very un- 
certain. On the whole little is 
known of him. A celebrated 
saying of his to his brother, 
which bears witness to a gentle 
character, is quoted by Plué. de 
Ira, 14, p. 462; Frat. Am. 18, 
p. 489; Sob. Flor. 84, 15; 
Diog. ii. 108, mentions six dis- 
courses of his. 
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faithful friend and admirer of Socrates,' but at the 
same time familiar with the Eleatic doctrine,? Euclid 
made use of the latter to develope the Socratic phi- 


losophy as he understood it. 


He thus established a 


separate branch of the Socratic School,* which con- 
tinued to exist until the early part of the third 


century.‘ 


' The story told by Gell., N. 
A. vi. 10, of his nightly visits 
to Athens is well known. It 
cannot, however, go for much, 
though not in itself impro- 
hable. On the contrary, it may 
be gathered from Plato’s Thex- 
tet. 142, C. that Euclid con- 
stantly visited Socrates from 
Megara, and from the Phzdo, 
59, C. that he was present at 
his death. A further proof of 
his close connection with the 
followers of Socrates will be 
found in the fact (Diog. ii. 106; 
iii. 6) that Plato and other fol- 
lowers of Socrates stayed with 
him for a considerable time 
after the death of their master. 
He is usually spoken of as a 
disciple of Socrates, and has a 
place amongst his most dis- 
tinguished disciples. 

2 As may be gathered from 
his system with greater cer- 
tainty than from Cic. and Diog. 
When Euclid became acquain- 
ted with the Eleatic Philosophy 
is uncertain. It is most pro- 
bable that he was under its 
influence before he came under 
that of Socrates, although the 
story in Diog. ii. 30, is too un- 
certain to prove much. 

> The oxorA} Evuarcl3o (for 
which the Cynic Diogenes in 
Diog. N.34,substitutes Evxreldov 


Ichthyas* is named as his pupil and 


XoAm), called Megarian or 
Eristic or Dialectic, Diog. ii. 
106. Consult Deycks as to 
these names. He proves that 
the terms Eristic and Dialectic 
were not confined to the Me- 
garian School. Compare Sez- 
tus Empiricus, who generally 
understands by Dialecticians, 
Stoics, for instance, Pyrrh. ii. 
146, 166, 229, 235. 

4 How early Euclid was at 


the head of a special circle of 


pupils, and whether he appeared. 
formally as a Sophist, or like 
Socrates onlygraduallygathered 
about him men desirous to 
learn, we are not told. Perhaps 
the emigration of many fol- 
lowers of Socrates to Megara 
gave occasion for the estab- 
lishment of this school, i. e., 
for the formation of a society, 
which at first moved about 
Euclid’s house and _ person, 
busying itself with discussions. 
There is no ground for sup- 
posing that Plato and his 
friends removed to Megara, 
attracted by the fame of the 
School of Euclid, as Henne 
maintains, pp. 27 and 30. 

5 Suid. Ebxacl38ns—Diog. ii. 
112, only makes the general 
remark, that he belonged to 
the School of Euclid. 
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successor, respecting whom, however, nothing further 
is known.! Of greater note was Eubulides,? the 
celebrated dialectician,*? who wrote against Aristotle,‘ 
and who is-mentioned as the teacher of Demos- 
thenes.5 Cotemporary with him were Thrasyma- 
chus® of Corinth, and Dioclides,’ perhaps also 
Clinomachus.’ Pasicles,® however, would appear to 
be younger. A pupil of Eubulides was Apollonius 
of Cyrene, surnamed Cronus,!® the teacher of the 


1 His name is still found in 
Diog. ii..112; vi. 80 (Diogenes 
dedicated to him a dialogue 
called Ichthyas). Athen. viii. 
335, a. 

2 Of Miletus according to 
Diog. ii. 108. Whether he was 
the head of a school, or whether 
he was an immediate disciple 
of Euclid, we do not know. 
Diogenes only says, tis 8 
Edudrel8ou Siadoyqs ears xal Evp. 

* Compare Diog. ii. 108; 
Sext. Math. vii. 13. 

4 Diog. ii. 109; Aristocles in 
Hus. Pr. Ev. xv. 2, 5; Athen. 
viii. 354, b. Themist. Or. xxiii. 
285,c. From these passages it 
is seen that the attack of Eu- 
bulides was very violent, and 
not free from personal abuse. 
We also hear from Athen. x. 
437 of a comedy of Eubulides. 
But he can hardly be the indi- 
vidual whose work on the 
Cynic Diogenes is quoted by 
Diog. vi. 20, 30. 

5 The fact seems pretty well 
established (although it is con- 
spicuously omitted by Plutarch 
in his life of Demosthenes), 
being not only attested by 
Diog. ii. 108; Pseudopiut. v. 
Dec. Orat. viii. 21; Apulei. 


De Mag. c. 15, p. 478; Suid. 


‘Anpoobéyns, and Phot. Cod. 265, 


but being also alluded to by 
the Comedian in Diog., who 
can hardly have called a bare 
acquaintance a disciple. 

* According to Diog. ii. 121, 
a friend of Ichthyas, and a 
teacher of Stilpo’s. 

7 Suid. 2rlarwy, a pupil of 
Euclid, and the teacher of 
Pasicles. 

6 A Thurian (according to 
Diog. ii. 112), and a teacher of 
Stilpo’s son Bryso, Suid. Muppav, 
Diog. says he was the first to 
write on predicates, sentences, 
and such like. 

® According to Suid. Srlamwy, 
a brother of the Cynic Crates, 
who had also Dioclides, a pupil 
of Euclid’s, for teacher, and 
Stilpo for pupil. Diog. vi. 89, 
in calling Crates his brother 
and Euclid his teacher, pro- 
bably confounded Euclid with 
Dioclides, unless this be the 
work of a transcriber and 
A:oxAel3ov should be read for 
EvurelSoy. 

© Diog. ii. 111; Strabo, xiv. 
2, 21, p.658; xvii. 3, 22, p. 
838. 
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sharp-witted Diodorus Cronus,’ and another of his 
pupils was Euphantus, known only to us as a poet 


and historian.? 


All other members of this school were, however, 
thrown into the shade by Stilpo,’ a pupil of Thrasy- 


1 Diodorus, a native of Iasos 
in Caria, belongs to the most 
distinguished dialecticians of 
the Megarian School. Cio. De 
Fato, 6, 12, calls him ‘valens 
dialecticus’; Seat. Math. i. 
309, S:arexrucdraros * Seat. 
and Diog. ii. 111, give two 
epigrams of Callimachus ad- 
dressed to him. His fallacies 
and his researches into motion, 
and into hypothetical sen- 
tences, will be mentioned here- 
after. Pique at a dialectical 
defeat inflicted by Stilpo at 
the table of Ptolemy Soter,:is 
said to have killed him (Diag. ; 
Plin. Hist. Nat. vii. 53, 180). 
He bequeathed his dialectic to 
his five daughters; Clem. Al. 
Strom. iv. 623, A.; Hieron. 
adv. Jovin. i. t. iv. 186. His 
nickname, Kronos, is differ- 
ently explained by Strabo and 
Diog., and in modern times by 
Panzerbieter in Jahn’s Jahrb. 
f. Philol. Supplement b. V. 
223, f., who, however, does not 
explain it altogether satisfac- 
torily. Consult, also, Steinhart 
in Ersch. und Gruber’s Ency- 
clop. Sec. i. B., 25, p. 286. 

2 All we know of him isfrom 
Diog. ii. 110, who calls him the 
tutor of King Antigonus, and 
says that to Antigonus he ad- 
dressed a book, zept BaciAclas. 
Athen. vi. 251 quotes an extract 
from the fourth book of his 
history, in which if he has not 


made a gross mistake, xpoérou 
must be read for tplrov. See 
Mallet, p. 96. Callicrates, also 
mentioned by Athenzus, is 
known from Diodor. xx. 21, as 
a favourite of Ptolemy Soter. 

* Stilpo of Megara (Diag. ii 
113) must have lived until the 
end of the fourth century. At 
least he survived the capture of 
Megara by Ptolemy Lagi, and 
his defeat by Demetrius Polior- 
cetes, two events which hap- 
pened 307 and 306 B.c. respec- 
tively, Diodor. xx. 37 and 465. 
On the former occasion the 
interview with Diodorus Cronus 
may have happened ; for Stilpo 
never visited Egypt (Diog. 115). 
Since he died at an advanced 
age, we may approximately 
place his birth in 380, and his 
death in 300 8.c. Probably we 
ought to place the date of both © 
later, for the notices about his 
pupils in Diog. ii. 113-120, 
Senec. Epist. 10, 1, lead us to 
believe that his activity was 
cotemporary with that of Theo- 
phrastus ; and accordingly it 
cannot have begun long before 
the death of Aristotle. Suid. 
Eb«Aeld. calls him successor to 
Ichthyas. Some of the pupils 
of Euclid are mentioned as his 
teachers, and (Diog. ii. 113), 
in particular Thrasymachus. 
(Swid. Ebuarcl3. and riamo.) 
Even Euclid himself is named 
by some, but none of these 


STILPO THE MEGARIAN. 


machus. His spinited lectures made him an object of 
wonder to his catemporaries, and the crowds who 
flocked from all sides to listen to them gained for the 
Megarian School a lustre such as it had not hitherto 
enjoyed.! Atthe same time the development of their 
doctrine took with him a new turn, the principles of 
the Cynic School, into which Diogenes had initiated 
him,? being incorporated with his own to such an ex- 
tent, that doubts may be felt whether Stilpo rather be- 
longs to the Cynics or to the Megarians. Thereby he 
became the immediate precursor of the Stoa, into 
which these two branches of the Socratic philosophy 
were carried over by his pupil Zeno. Other Mega- 
rians, however, continued faithful to the exclusively 


critical character of this School. 


statements are probable. His 
character, as to which more 
. will be said hereafter, is com- 
mended as upright, gentle, 
persevering, open, generous, 
and unselfish, Diog. ii. 117; 
Plut. Vit. Pud. c. 18, p. 536; 
adv. Col. 22, 1, p.111, a In 
early life dissipated, he en- 
tirely mastered this tendency 
by strength of will (Cic. De 
Fato, 5, 10). He also took 
part in public business, Diog. 
114. Nine of his dialogues are 
mentioned by Diog. ii. 120. 

1 Diog. ii. 113, exaggerates 
in saying, rocotroy & ebpecidoyle 
xal copiorela xpofyye Tovs BAAous, 
Sore picpot Seca wacay Thy 
‘EAAdSa aopdcay els abrdy pe- 
yaplcat. He also mentions (119 
and 115) the pupils, who joined 
him from other philosophers, 
and the universal admiration 


Alexinus of Elis, a 


bestowed on him at Athens and 
by several princes. It is all 
the more striking that Diog. 
120 call his speeches Wuxpol. 

2 Diog. vi. 76. 

* The proof of this will be 
given later. 

4 That Zeno was a pupil of 
Stilpo is stated by Dog. ii. 
120 ; vii. 2, 24, on the authority 
of Heraclides. The same per- 
son is no doubt referred to in 
Diog. ii. 116, as Zeno the 
Phoenician. The founder of 
the Stoa is frequently called a 
Phoenician, Diog. vii. 15, 25, 30. 
In no case can it be Zeno of 
Sidon, the pupil of Apollo- 
dorus, as Mallet, p. 62, sup- 
poses, who was himself a pupil 
of Epicurus, and who, accor- 
ding to Diog. x. 25, vii. 365, 
continued faithful to Epicure- 
anism. 
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cotemporary of Stilpo,'! but somewhat younger, is 
notorious for his captiousness; and logical subtleties 
are recorded ? of Philo, the pupil of Diodorus.*? Other 
Megarians of this and the following age are only 
known to us byname.* With the verbal criticism of 


1 Diog. ii. 109, speaks of him 
as a pupil of Eubulides (neragd 
32 BAAwy Bvrwy ris EXBovAldov 81a- 
Soxijs ’AAetivo: éyévero *HAcios). 
The age in which he lived can 
be approximately determined 
by his disputes with Stilpo 
(Plat. Vit. Pud. c. 18, p. 536) ; 
with Menedemus (Diog. ii. 135), 
and with Zeno, whose strongest 
opponent he was, Diog. ii. 109; 
Sext. Math. ix. 108; Plat. 
Comm. Not. 10, 3, p. 1063. He 
must have been younger than 
Stilpo, and have flourished in 
the first ten years of the third 
century. His love of conten- 
tion and his malicious ways 
gained for him the nickname 
"EAeytivos, Diog. Plut. Vit. Pud. 
18; Aristotle in Hus. Pr. Eu. xv. 
2,4. We also learn from Her- 
mippus in Diog. that he retired 
to Olympia in his last years, in 
order to establish a new school 
there. This place of abode not 
suiting his pupils, he remained 
there alone, but soon died of 
aninjury. For his writings con- 
sult Diog. ii. 110; vii.163; Athen. 
xv. 696; Aristotle in Hus. 1. c. 

2 Diog. vii. 16, a passage 
which does not appear so am- 
biguous as Ritter, Rh. Mus. ii. 
30; Gesch. d. Phil. ii. 145, 
would have it, particularly 
when the subsequent accounts 
are taken into consideration. 
Diog. relates that Zeno of 
Cittium was fond of his society; 


Clemens, Stromat. iv. 523, and 
Jerome adv. Jov. i., quote from 
his ‘ Menexenus ’ the informa- 
tion already given respecting 
the daughters of Diodorus, 
whom he must then have 
spoken of in terms of praise. 
It is a clear mistake on the 
part of Jerome to make him 
the teacher of Carneades. Still 
stranger is Mallet’s mistake, 
confounding the disputant 
Philo with Philo of Larissa, 
the founder of the fourth Aca- 
demy. The latter lived some 
150 to 200 years later. Nor 
can Philo be reckoned among 
the Stoics, although this has 
been done by Fabricius in Sext. 
Pyrrh. ii. 110, and by Prantl. 
Gesch. d. Logik, i. 404. 

* Diog. vii. 191, 194, men- 
tions Philo’s writings wep) on- 
pact@y, and wep) rpdxwy, against 
which Chrysippus wrote, with- 
out doubt meaning this Philo. 
To the same individual must 
be referred what Cic. Acad. ii. 
47, 143, and Seat. Math. viii. 
113, Pyrrh. ii. 110, say respect- 
ing his views of hypothetical 
sentences differring from those 
of Diodorus, and Alex. Aphi. 
in Anal. pr. 59, b, says respect- 
ing their differences in respect 
of the possible. By Diog. vii. 
16, and Clemens he is sur- 
named 6 d:adrexrixds. 

4 A dialectician Panthoides, 
doubtless the same person as 
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the Megarians is connected Pyxrho’s philosophy of Cnap. 
doubt, Pyrrho, whom Bryso is said to have taught,! *"- 
and Timon, who studied under Stilpo himself, 
being the connecting links, in the same way that the 
scepticism of Gorgias is connected with the critical 


subtleties of the Eleatics. 


The Megarian philosophy is only partially known 
to us from the fragmentary notices of the ancients; 
and frequently it is impossible to decide whether 
their statements refer to the founder and the older 
members, or only to the later followers of the School. 


Seat. Math. vii. 13, mentions, 
and whose disagreement with 
Diodorus in respect of the 
possible (see p. 193, 1 and 2) 
Hpictet. Diss. ii. 19, 5, speaks 
of, is mentioned by Diog. Vv. 
68, as the teacher of the Peri- 
patetic Lyco, and must there- 
fore have flourished 280 to 270 
B.c. A dialectician Aristides 
is also mentioned by Diog. ii. 
113, among the cotemporaries 
of Stilpo, and an Aristotle 
living in Sicyon about 255 
Plut. Arat. 3. Linias who is 
there mentioned with him 
appears also to have been a 
Megarian. Somewhat younger 
must have been Artemidorus, 
who wrote against Chrysippus, 
. ix. 53. 

! Diog. ix. 61; Tléppeov Hrovoe 
Bptowvos Tov Erirxwvos, é ws ’AAE- 
taySpos ey Aradoxais, Suid. 
Tldppwv: 8:ehxovee Bpvowvos, rov 
KAewoudxoyv pabnrov. Instead of 
_ Bryso, Aptowv was formerly 

read in Diog. Sext. Math. vii. 
13, however also calls him 
Bryso. Suid. Mupswr. These 
statements are not without 


their difficulties. Allowing it 
to be possible that Clinoma- 
chus and not Stilpo instructed 
Bryso, or that he enjoyed the 
instruction of both, the chro- 
nology is still troublesome. 
For bow can Pyrrho, before 
Alexander’s expedition to Asia, 
as Diog. expressly says, have 
studied under the son of a 
man, whose own professional 
career probably comes after 
that expedition? It seems as 
though the relation of Pyrrho 
to Bryso as pupil and teacher 
were an imaginary combina- 
tion, designed to connect the 
school of Pyrrho with the Me- 
garian. Possible it also is that 
Bryso, the teacher of Pyrrho, 
has been wrongly identified 
with the son of this Stilpo. 
Suid. Zwxpar. calls Bryso the 
teacher of Pyrrho, a pupil of 
Socrates, or according to others, 
a pupil of Euclid. Réper 
Philol. xxx. 462, proposes to 
read in the passage of Diog. 
instead of Bptowves rot SriArw- 
vos, Bobo. 4 Siar. 
* Diog. ix. 109. 
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doctrine. 
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It is all the more satisfactory to be able to learn 
from Plato! particulars respecting a theory in which 
Schleiermacher? first recognised Megarian views, and 
which, in common with most writers,’ we feel justi- 


1 Soph. 242, B. Plato de- 
fined Sophistry as the art of 
deception. The difficulty im- 
mediately arises, that decep- 
tion is only then possible, 
when not-being, to which all 
deception refers, admits a cer- 
tain kind of being. It may 
then be asked, how is the 
being of the not-being pos- 
sible? Toanswer this question 
Plato reviews various opinions 
respecting being. In the first 
place he examines the two 
most opposite statements, that 
being is the many, and that it is 
the one, and after having shown 
that neither a manifoldness of 
original substances without a 
substratum of unity, nor the 
unity of the Eleatics excluding 
the many, can be admitted, he 
continues, p. 245, E.: robs pew rol- 
vuv ScaxptBoroyounévous byros Te 
wépt wal ph wdvras pey od d:eAn- 
AvOaper, Suws 3t ixards exérw’ 
rovs 8¢ hAAws Adyorras ab Gea- 
véoy. These are again divided 
into classes, those who only 
allow reality to what is mate- 
rial, and others who are called 
248, A. of ray eiddy pido. Of 
the latter it is stated 246, B.: 
tovyapouw of apds avrods (the 
materialists) aéuqicBnrodrres ud- 
Aa evAaBos Uvwley ef dopdrou 
wo0ey dutvovra vonra &rra xa 
dodpara ef5n BiaCépevor thy dAn- 
Owhy ovolay elvasr: ra 8é exelvoy 
cépara nal thy Aeyouéyny or’ 
abray GAfGey xara ocyixpa d:0- 
Opavovres ev rois Adyos yéveow 


abt’ obclas pepopéyny rive mpora- 
yopetovary. 

2 Platon’s Werke, ii. 2. 

2 Ast, Platon’s Leben uu. 
Schreiben, 201; Deycks, 37; 
Heindorf on Soph. 246, B.; 
Brandis, ii. a, 114; Hermann, 
Plat. 339; Ges. Abh. 246; 
Stallbawm, Plat. Parm. 60; 
Soph.,f. Polit. 61; Susemihl, 
Genet. Entw. i. 298; Steinhart, 
Allg. Encyk. i. 29, 53; Platon’s 
Werke, iii. 204, 423, 554; 
Henne, Ecole de Mégare, 84~ 
158; Prantl, Gesch. d. Log. i. 
37. Against Schleiermacher 
are Ritter, Rhein. Mus. von 
Niebuhr und Brandis ii. 305; 
Petersen, Zeitschrift f. Alter- 
thiimer, 1836, 892, Henne, p. 
49, and Mallet, p. xxx., refers 
the description in Thestet. 
185, C. of the formation of 
conceptions, to the Megarians, 
on the ground that it does not 
agree with Plato’s own method. 
But it would seem that he is 
wrong in so doing, since we 
have no reason to think of 
others besides Plato and So- 
crates. Just as little may the 
passage in Parm. 131, B. be re- 
ferred to the Megarians, as has 
been done by Schleiermacher, 
Pl. Werke, i. 2, 409, and Deycks, 
p. 42. The question whether 
things participate in Ideas, is 
one which the Megarians did 
not examine, and it is widely 
remote from the view discussed 
in the Sophistes. 


? 
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fied in applying to them.! 


By making use of the 


testimony of Plato, and by considering the inward 


1 The following are the rea- 
sons. It is clear and generally 
allowed that Plato’s description 
is too minute to be without 
reference to some philosophic 
School then existing. Even 
Deussen, De Plat. Sophistes 
Marb. 1869, p. 44, is reduced to 
admit this. There is also defi- 
nite reference to a Socratic 
School in the passage where an 
opinion is attributed to certain 
philosophers, to the effect that 
true existence only belongs to 
immaterial things. A philoso- 
phy of conceptions was un- 
known before the time of So- 
crates, and the description 
agrees with no one of the pre- 
Socratic Schools. The philo- 
sophers of conceptions are 
elearly distinguished from the 
Eleatics, and are manifestly 
quite different from them. 
Still less can the Pythagoreans 
be thought of, as Mallet has 
done, p. liii.; for they had 
neither a philosophy of con- 
ceptions, nor did they indulge 
in that subtle refutation of 
opponents, which Plato attri- 
butes to these philosophers. 
Nor can the language of Plato, 
246, C., be quoted to prove 
the contrary, where speaking 
of the dispute between the 
idealists and the materialists 
he says that: év péow 8e sept 
Tavra nderos budorépwy pdxn 
vis del kuvéornxey. This does 
not mean that this dispute has 
always existed, but that it was 
as old as the Schools them- 
selves, or that, every time the 
point was touched upon, a 


8 


violent altercation ensued be- 
tween the parties. We are 
not obliged by this  state- 
ment to refer this view to an 
earlier period than that of 
Socrates. And among the So- 
cratic Schools there is none to 
which it can be attributed 
with so much probability as to 
the Megarian. Some think 
that the passage refers to Plato 
(as Socher, Plat. Schriften, 265, 
and Schaarschmidt, Die Samm- 
lung der Plat. Sch., 210, do); and 
this reference commends itself 
most to those who with them 
declare that the Sophistes is 
not the work of Plato. The 
reference would of course be 
to an earlier form of Plato’s 
teaching or to such Platonists 
as had failed to advance with 
their school. This is the view of 
Ueberweg, Unters. Plat. Schrif. 
277 ; Pilger, Ueber d. Athetese 
d. Plat. Soph. Berlin, 1869, 21; 
Grote, Plato, i. 458; iii. 482; 
Campbell, the Sophistes and 
Politicus of Plato, Soph. lxxiv. 
f. 125. But is it likely that 
Plato can have treated a theory 
of his own with so much irony 
as he lavishes, p. 246, A. B., on 
these <i3éy giao? Is it Plato’s 
teaching, or have we reason 
for thinking that it ever was 
Plato’s teaching, that the 80- 
vats TOU wotety does not belong 
to Being but to the Becoming ? 
In his system, as far as it is 
known to us, it does belong to 
the idea ef the good, to the 
creative vovs of Timzeus, to the 
airfa of Philebus, which must 
at any rate be reckoned as oiela 
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connection of the several doctrines, we hope a pic- 
ture will be produced of the Megarian doctrine, 


and not as yévecis, and in Phsedo 
95, E., it belongs to ideas in 
general. Moreover, if the con- 
tested theory only belonged to 
a small portion of — Plato’s 
scholars, how could the little 
fraction be opposed to the ma- 
terialists as the chief sup- 
porters of the idealistic point 
of view? Does not the whole 
description create the impres- 
sion that the contrast was one 
which the writer saw before 
him, and not one made from 
different conceptions of his own 
metaphysic? It might seem 
that by friends of ¢f8y in this 
passage Euclid cannot have 
been meant, because (1) ac- 
cording to Aristotle’s definite 
assertion (Metaph. i. 6, 987, b, 
7; xii. 4, 1078, b, 9; Eth. N. 
1. 4, 1096, a, 13) Plato first 
brought up the doctrine of 
ideas, and (2) the Megarians 
held one and not many primary 
substances. The first reason is 
not very cogent. Doubtless 
Plato first brought into notice 
the doctrine of ideas to which 
Aristotle refers, allowing that 
Euclid agreed with him in de- 
claring the eldos to be the only 
real element in things. Nei- 
ther is the second argument 
conclusive. Euclid may well 
in cases of materialism have 


insisted, that in every object 


the incorporeal form was the 
only real thing, and yet have 
gathered all these forms to- 
gether under the one substance 
—the good. If the latter as- 
sertion involved him in contra- 
diction with his original pre- 


mises, the contradiction is not 
greater than that involved in 
denying every change, and yet 
speaking of an action, an évep- 
yew of being. Indeed, how 
otherwise can he have ad- 
vanced from the Socratic phi- 
losophy of conceptions to his 
doctrine of unity? And does not 
the language of the Sophistes, 
246, B, telling, how that the 
friends of ideas destroy matter 
by resolving it into its smal- 
lest particles, best correspond 
with Euclid and his school ? 
Does it not best harmonise 
with the statement of Aris- 
tocles respecting the Mega- 
rians, that the latter should 
have refused to being the 
capacity to act or to suffer? 
whereas this would not at all 
harmonise with Plato. That 
these philosophers are included 
245, E., among those &Adws Aé- 
yovres is not true, BAAws Aéyorres 
meaning here literally those 
who speak differently, with 
whom all does not turn (as 
with the philosophers men- 
tioned 243, D) upon the an- 
tithesis of being and not-being. 
With the philosophers to whom 
Plato comes 245, E., the ques- 
tion is not whether there is one 
or more than one form of 
being, everything else being 
not-being, but whether there 
is only the corporeal or the in- 
corporeal. Conf. p. 243, D, 
with 246, A. Compare Henne, 
105; Bonitz, Plat. Stud. ii. 49. 
In the explanation of d:axpiBo- 
Acyoupévous, nO one appears to 
have exactly hit the mark. 
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which shall, in the main, faithfully represent the 
facts. 

The starting-point of the Megarian philosophy 
must be looked for in Socrates’ demand for a know- 
ledge of conceptions. With this demand Euclid 
combined the Eleatic doctrine of a contrast between 
sensational and rational knowledge. Distinguishing 
these two kinds of knowledge far more by their 
objects than by their form, he arrived at the convic- 
tion that the senses show us what is capable of change 
and becoming, and that only thought can supply us 
with the knowledge of what is unchangeable and 
really existing.! He stood, therefore, in general, on 
the same footing as Plato, and it is possible that this 
view was arrived at by both philosophers in common 
in their intellectual intercourse, and that owing to 
Plato Euclid was influenced by Heraclitus’ view of 
the world of sense. Socrates had indeed made the 
immediate business of thought to be the acquisition 
of a knowledge of conceptions. Conceptions, accord- 
ingly, represent that part of a thing which never 
changes. Not material things, but only incorporeal 
species, taught Euclid, admit of true being? The 


1 Plato, 248, A.: Téveow, rhy 
Bt odclay xwpls wou derdsucvar 
A€yere; F ydp;—Nal.—Kal wé- 
pare pey jas yevéon 30 aicOh- 
cews Kxotvwveiy, 3h Aoyrouov Se 
Wuxf mpos Thy Syrws obclav, thy 
ael nara ravra woabrws Few 
gard, yéveriy 8t BAAotE BAAS. 
For this reason Aristoc. in 
Hus. Pr. Ev. xiv. 17, 1, says of 
the Megarians and Eleatics 
together: ofovra, yap dev ras 


piv aicbfces Kal pavracias xara- 
BdAdev, abrg 8t pdvoy rE Ady~ 
morevety, 

7 In the passage of the 
Soph. 246, B., quoted at p. 
214, 2, in which the words ra 
8t éxelywr oduara must not be 
taken to mean ‘the bodies of 
those conceptions,’ ¢%y dcd- 
ara, but ‘the bodies of the 
materialists,’ in which they 
look for all real being. 


s 2 
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same view Stilpo expressed, when he refused to allow 
the general conception to apply to individual things, 
on the ground that a general conception implies some- 
thing quite different from every individual thing, 
and not like these only existing from a definite time.' 
In this respect the Megarians again agree with 
Plato.? Whilst Plato, however, regarded species as 
living spiritual forces, Euclid, following in the steps 
of Parmenides, denied every kind of motion to being. 
He, therefore, reduced action and passion to the 
sphere of the becoming. Of being, he asserted, you 
can neither predicate action, nor passion, nor yet 


motion.® 


1 Diog. ii. 119, says of him: 
Freye, tov A€yorra &vOpwrov iva 
pndéva (in which we suggest 
eiveiy instead of elva:), ore yap 
Tévie Adyeww obre révde. rh yap 
padroy révde 4 rdvde; otre kpa 
Tévée, Kal wdduy 7d Adxavoy obk 
dar: 7d Bexvdpevoy, Adxavoy 
bev yap hy apd puplwy era obx 
&pa éor) rovro Adxavov. Dio- 
genes introduces this with the 
remark : 3ewds 8¢ &yav Sy dy rois 
dptotixois &mjpe: xa) rd efSn, and 
it would in itself be possible, 
that Stilpo and others had 
derived their hostility to gene- 
ral conceptions, and especially 
to the Platonic ideas, from the 
Cynic School. But the above 
examples are not directed 
against the reality of groups 
expressed by a general con- 
ception, but against the reality 
of particular things. Stilpo 
denies that the individual is a 
man, because the expression 
man means something univer- 


sal and different from any 
particular man. He denies 
that what is shown to him is 
cabbage, because there was 
cabbage 10,000 years ago; in 
other words, because the gene- 
ral conception of cabbage 
means something unchange- 
able, not something which has 
come into being. We may 
then believe with Hegel, Gesch. 
d. Phil. ii. 123, and Stallbaum, 
Plat. Parm. 65, that either Dio- 
genes or his authority must 
have made some mistake here. 

2 Probably expressions like 
‘Hi quoque multa in Platone,’ 
said of the Megarians by Cic. 
Acad. iv. 42, 129, refer to such 
points of similarity. 

* Plato, Soph. 248, C.: Aé- 
youow, Sri yevioe: pey pérerri 
Tov wdoxew nal wroeiv Suvduews, 
xpos 58 otclay robtwy ovderépou 
Thy Sivanw apudrrev paciy. It 
is accordingly afterwards re- 
peatedly stated as their view : 
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Connected with this denial of the becoming is 
the assertion, probably coming from Euclid, certainly 
from his school, that capacity does not exist beyond 
the time of its exercise; and that thus what is actual 
is alone possible.! What is simply possible but not 
actual, would at the same time be and not be. Here 
would be the. very contradiction which Parmenides 
thought to discover in the becoming, and the change 
from the possible to the actual would be one of those 
changes which Euclid could not harmonise with the 


conception of being.? Hence, only what is imma~ 


[71d wavredds by] axiynrov éords 
ely, axlynrovy 7d wapdway éo- 
védva, and in opposition to this 
view Plato requires: ~al rd 
xiwovpevoy 3h nal xlynow ovyxe- 
pnréoy @s tyra... . phre TOY 
év h wal woAAd en Aeydvrwy 7d 
way éornnds &rodéxerOa:.—Aris- 
tocl. in Hus. Pr. Ev. xiv. 17, 1. 
‘The proofs by which the Me- 
garians denied motion will be 
described hereafter. It does 
not, however, seem likely that 
the objections raised to the 
theory of ideas in the first part 
of Plato’s Parmenides are of 
Megarian origin, as Stallbawm, 
Pl. Parm. 57 and 65, supposes. 

1 Arist. Metaph. ix. 3: eo} 
Sé ries of pacty, olov of Meyapixol, 
Srav évepyy pdvov Stvacba, bray 
St uh evepy7i ov Sbvarba. ofoy 
Toy ph oixodopovvta ob BUvacbat 
olxodopety, GAAG Ty oikodomovvra 
Sray oixo8ouy * Spuolws 8¢ Kad ex} 
tev tAdwv. In refuting this 
statement Aristotle observes 
that it would make all motion 
and becoming impossible; 
which was just what the Me- 
garians wanted. Further par- 


em me, gaan o 


ticulars on this point will be 
quoted from Diodorus in the 
sequel. The passage in the 
Sophistes, 248, C., which 
Henne, p. 133, connects with 
that of Aristotle, refers to 
something different. 


. 2 Hartenstein, p. 205, is of 


opinion that the above state- 
ment is made in direct contra- 
diction to Aristotle. It would 
in this case belong to Eubu- 
lides. But the Aristotelian 
technical terms dtbvacGa, évep- 
yetv, do not prove much. 
Aristotle often expressed the 
statements of others in his 
own terminology. On _ the 
other hand, no very great im- 
portance for the system of 
Aristotle must be attached to 
the Megarian doctrine already 
quoted, even if it comes from 
Euclid. It is only a peculiar 
way of understanding the 
Eleatic doctrine against be- 
coming and motion. Still less 
can we here support the Me- 
garians against Aristotle as 
Grote, Plato, iii. 491, does : be- 
cause a builder without ma- 
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terial and unchangeable is allowed by him to. be 


Soerites ‘had described the good as the highest 
object of knowledge.'! In this he was followed by 
Euclid.2. Regarding, however, that which is most 
essentially real as the highest object of knowledge 
in accordance with his principles, Euclid thought 
himself justified in transferring to the good all the 
attributes which Parmenides had assigned to real 
being. One only real good is there, unchangeable, 
ever the same, of which our highest conceptions are 
only different names. Whether we speak of God, or 
of Intelligence, or of Reason, we always mean one 


terials, tools and intentions, 
cannot build, and when these 
and other conditions are there, 
must build. For this is not at 
all the point on which the 
dispute between Aristotle and 
the Megarians turns. Aris- 
totle on the contrary says in 
the connection of the above 
enquiry (Metaph. iv. 5, c 7; 
1049, a. 5), that if the neces- 
sary conditions for the exercise 
of a capacity are given (among 
which besides the 8uvydueis Ao- 
yixal the intention must be 
included), its exercise always 
follows. This, according to 
Grote, is likewise the meaning 
of the Megarian sentence, 
which he disputes. Its real 
meaning—that a capacity until 
it shows itself by action is not 
only kept in abeyance by the 
absence of the necessary means 
and conditions, but is not even 
existing—may be gathered from 
the objections urged by Aris- 
totle, c. 3, and from the quota- 


tions, p. 230, 2. Grote to defend 
the Megarians attributes to 
them reflections, which we have 
no right to attribute to them. 

1 See p. 133 and 147. 

? That his assertions about 
the good should have nothing 
to do with the Socratic know- 
ledge (Hermann, Ges. Abhand- 
lung, 242) could only be ac- 
cepted on the supposition that 
that knowledge was not know- 
ledge about the good, and that 
Euclid was not a pupil of So- 
crates. Nor can it be readily 
concedec that a pure Eleatic 
philosopher, if he had only 
moved in an ethical sphere of 
ideas, would have treated this 
part of philosophy in the same 
way as Euclid. As long as he 
remained a pure Eleatic philo- 
sopher, he could not have 
taken this ethical direction 
and have placed the conception 
of the good at the head of his 
system. 


MEGARIAN VIEW OF THE GOOD. 


and the same thing, the Good.! For the same reason 
the moral aim, as Socrates had already shown, is 
always one—the. knowledge of the Good,—and if we 
speak of many virtues, all these are but varying 
names for one and the same virtue.? 

What, however, is the relation of other things to 
this one Good? Even Euclid, as accounts tell us, 
denied any existence to what is not good;* from 
which it follows immediately, that besides the ‘Good 
nothing real exists. This statement is on better 
authority attributed to the later Megarian School.‘ 
Therewith many conceptions, the reality of which 
had been originally assumed, were destroyed as such, 
and reduced, in as far as any reality was admitted 
about them, to mere names of the Good.® Here, 


1 Cie. Acad. iv. 42, 129: Me- 
garici qui id bonum solum esse 
dicebant, quod esset unum et 
simile et idem semper (oloy, 
Spotov tairév). Diog. ii. 106, 
says of Euclid: otros @y fd 
ayatby amrepalveto wodAois dyd- 
pact wadotuevov' Bre pty yap 
opdynoww, dre St Oedy, nad BAdoTE 
vouv nal Td Aowd, 

2 Diog. vii. 161, says of the 
Stoic Aristo: dperds r’ ofte 
woAAds ciojyev, &s 6 Throv, obre 
Blay wodAots . yduaot Kadounérny, 
&s of Meyapixol. That this one 
virtue was the knowledge of 
the good, appears not only 
from the internal connection 
of the system and its external 


-relation to Socrates, but also 


from Cicero 1. c. who asserts: 
a Menedemo autem ... Ere- 
triaci appellati; quorum omne 
bonum in mente positum et 


mentis acie, qua verum cerne- 
retur. Illi (the Megarians) 
similia, sed, opinor, explicata 
uberins et ornatius. Conf. 
Plato, Rep. vi. 505, B., in 
which Antisthenes is mention- 
ed in addition to Euclid. ; 

2 Diog. ii. 106: rd 8t ayri- 
xelueva TH GryaO@ arjper ph elvas 
odokwy. 

4 Arist. in Hus, Pr. Ev. xiv. 
17, 1: 86ey hkloww ovrol ye [oi 
wept IriAmwva Kal rovs Meyapr- 
Kous | rd dv év elvar kat 7d wh by 
Erepoy elvai, pndt yevvarOai re 
Bndt POciperOar unde xiweirbat 
tomapanav, Arist. Metaph. xiv. 
4; 1091, b, 13, refers to Plato, 
and can hardly be applied to 
the Megarians. 

5 Prantl’s view, p. 35, that 
the conceptions of the Me- 
garians must invariably have 
@ nominalistic meaning, does 
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probably, traces of gradual development in the Mega~ 
rian doctrine are to be found. Euclid apparently 
first spoke of a plurality of essential conceptions in 
contrast to objects of sense, and this form of teach- 
ing belongs primarily to a time in which his system 
was being developed out of this contrast.! Ata later 
period the Megarians appear to have used the mani- 
foldness of conceptions for the purpose of attacking 
popular notions,? otherwise keeping it in the back- 
ground, and confining themselves to the essential 
oneness of being and the Good. Inconsistent, no 
doubt, they were; yet we can understand how they 
became involved in this contradiction by gradually 
pushing the Socratic theory of conceptions to the 
abstract doctrine of the Eleatic One.® 

The sharper the contrast which they presented 


not agree with the statements over the difficulty in another 


of Plato. If the Megarians 
declared conceptions and only 
conceptions to be &An@:vh ovala, 
surely they were Realists, not 
Nominalists. Not even Stilpo 
can, accordingly, be called a 
Nominalist. He had, more- 
over, absorbed too much of 
the Cynic doctrines for us to 
be able to form from him any 
conclusion respecting the ori- 
ginal Megarian views. 

1 Plato, at least in the pas- 
sage before quoted, does not 
mention a good which is One. 
On the contrary, he speaks of 
his philosophers of conceptions 
differing from the Eleatics in 
assuming many conceptions. 

2 See p. 260, 1. 

* Henne, p. 121, tries to get 


way. The Megarians, he be- 
lieves, attributed being to each 
particular idea, in as far as it 
was aunity, and various con- 
ceptions were used by them to 
express various kinds of the 
good. But this very point— 
the being of various kinds of 
good—was what the Megarians 
denied. Starting with the one- 
ness of being they cannot have 
arrived at the notion of a mani- 
foldness of conceptions, since 
this oneness excludes in its ab- 
stract form any development 
or subordinate distinction. But 
it is quite possible that the 
Socratic conceptions ~ niay 
gradually have been lost in 
the Eleatic unity. 


MEGARIAN ERISTIC. 


to the current mode of thought, the greater became 
the necessity of fortifying their own position against 
assault. Here again they had only to follow the 
example of the Eleatics. To prove the soundness of 
their position directly, as Parmenides had done, was 
no easy matter. More important results might be 
expected, if their opponents’ ground was assailed by 
the criticism of Zeno and Gorgias. From Zeno the 
founder of the School had appropriated the Eleatic 
doctrine precisely in this its critical function, Zeno 
and the Sophists being the principal persons who 
drew attention hereto in central Greece. This path 
of criticism the Megarians now struck out with such 
preference, that the whole school herefrom derived 
its name.’ - We are assured by Diogenes,? that it was 
the practice even of Euclid, to attack conclusions 
and not premises—in other words, to refute by a 
reductio ad absurdum. It is also said that .Euclid® 
rejected explanations by analogies—a form much 
used by Socrates—because a similar thing when cited 
_Mmakes nothing clearer, and a dissimilar thing is 
irrelevant. The most telling description of Euclid’s 
method will probably be found in Plato, who, speak- 


1 See p. 250, 3. 

2 11.107: rats re &wodelteow 
évioraro ob Kata Ahppara GAA 
nat’ éxipopdy. Since in Stoical 
terminology—which we are of 
course not justified in ascribing 
to Euclid on the strength of 
this passage—Ajjupa means the 
Major premiss, or more often 
both premises, and ém:popé the 
conclusion (Deycks, 34; Prantl, 


470), it is most probable that 
the meaning given above isthe 
real meaning of these words. 

3 Ibid. nai tov 31d wapaBoAjjs 
Adyov dyypet, Aéywr Hrot e& duolwy 
abrov } ef avopolwy cuvicracbat ° 
wal ef pty é€ dpuolwy, wept ava 
Seivy parAAovy # ols Spod éeorw 
dvarrpéeperda: «3 e& avopnolwn, 
waptAkey Thy napdbeow. 
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ing in the Sophistes of the philosophers of concep- 
tions, says that in their discourses they destroy matter 
piecemeal, in order to prove that it has no real being 
but is subject to flux and change.' This is exactly 
the line which Zeno adopted, in order to prove the 
uncertainty of the perceptions of the senses;? and 
which we notice also in the Sorites of the later 
Megarians: the apparently substantial bodily mass 
is divided into its component parts, and there being 
no limit to the division, and no ultimate atom 
on which contemplation can rest, it is argued 
that matter must be itself unreal, and a mere pass- 
ing phenomenon. Euclid is accordingly rightly re- 
garded as the founder of the Megarian criticism. 
Still, with him criticism does not seem to have at- 
tained the character of formal captiousness, although 
objection may be taken to his controversial tone :° it 
would appear that, like Zeno before him, he was 


‘primarily anxious to maintain his positive princi- 


ples, and that he only used the subtleties of argument 
as a means to this end. Nothing, at least, is known 
of him which would lead to an opposite conclusion, 
nor is any one of the quibbling fallacies laid to his 
charge, for which the Megarian school was afterwards 
notorious. 


1 See p. 256, 1; 259, 2. 

2 SeeZeller, G. d. Griech. Part 
I., 496. 

® According to Diog. ii. 30, 
Socrates had already’observed, 
that because of his captious- 
ness, he might associate pos- 
sibly with Sophists, but not 
with human beings. But this 


statement proves but little, 
since it uses the term Sophist 
in a way peculiar to post-So- 
cratic times. It is more worthy 
of belief (Diog. ii. 107) that 
Timon called him a quarrel- 
some person, who introduced 
amongst the Megarians a rage 
for disputes, 


MEGARIAN CAPTIOUSNESS. 


Among the immediate successors of Euclid, how- 
ever, the element of captiousness prevailed over 
positive teaching. Such teaching as they had was 
too scanty to command attention for long, and too 
abstract to admit of further development. On the 
other hand a polemic against prevailing opinions 
presented to the sharp-witted, to the contentious, and 
to those ambitious of intellectual distinction, an un- 
explored field, over which the Megarians eagerly 
ranged.' Not seldom their metaphysical assumptions 
served only as occasions for hard-fighting with words. 
Among the fallacies which are attributed to Eubu- 
lides,? though they probably belong to an earlier 


1 The ordinary form of these 
captious proofs is that of ask- 
ing questions. Hence the 
regular expression : Adyow épw- 
ray (to raise a point) in Diog. 
ii.108; 116; Sext. Math. x. 87; 
and the Meyapixd éperfyara in 
the fragment of Chrysippus ; 
in Plut. Sto. Rep. 10, 9, p. 1036. 
Conf. Arist. Phys. viii. 8; 263, 
a, 4,7; Anal. Pr. ii. 19, 66, a, 
26; 36; i. 32,47, a, 21. But 
like the Sophists, they refused 
every answer but Yes or No. 
Diog, ii. 135. 

2 Diog. ii. 108, enumerates 
7: that called Wevdduevos, that 
called S:aAravOdywy, the Electra, 
the éyxexaduppydvos, the owplrns, 
the xeparivys, the padaxpds. The 
first of them is given as fol- 
ows in Arist. Soph. El. 25, 180, 
a, 34, b, 2; Alex. adloc. Cie. 
Acad. ii. 29, 95: If a man says 
he is at the moment telling a 
lie, is he telling a lie, or is he 
speaking truth? The duAavéd- 


vo, the éyxexaAuupévos, and the 
Electra are only different forms 
of the same fallacy. Do you 
know who is concealed? Do 
you know who is behind the 
veil? Did Electra know her 
brother before he announced 
himself to her? and the solu- 
tion of them all consists in 
the fact, that he who was con- 
cealed, or behind the veil, or 
had not yet announced him- 
self respectively, was known 
to, but not immediately recog- 
nised by, the lookers on. See 
Arist. 8. El. c. 24,179, a, 33; 
Alex. in loc. and 49; Lucian, 
Vit. Auct. 22, and Prantl. The 
keparims is as follows: Have 
you lost your horns? If you 
say Yes, you allow that you had 
horns. If you say No, you 
allow that you have them still. 
Diog, vii. 187; vi. 38; Seneca, 
Ep. 45, 8; Gell. xvi. 2, 9; 
Prantl, p.53. The Sorites con- 
sists in the question: How 


Llexines. 
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time,' only one, the Sorites, has any intelligible rela- 
tion to their metaphysics. By means of this form of 
argument it could be proved that no enduring being 
belongs to objects of sense, but that every such 
object: passes into its opposite, and represents what is 
changing, and not what is real and unchangeable.? 
The rest appear to be simple sophisms, having no 
other object than to involve opponents in difficulties,° 
critical works of art, which made indeed the need 
felt of an accurate investigation into the laws of 
thought, but in the pursuit of which the desire of 
conducing to a right intellectual method by pointing 
out difficulties and refuting untenable opinions falls 


altogether into the background. 
(3) Thatof X The powers of Alexinus in argument seem to 


many grains make a heap? or 
more generally: With what 
number does Many begin? Of 
course it is impossible to assign 
anumber. See Cic. Acad. ii. 28, 
92; 16,49; Diog. vii. 82; Pers. 
Sat. vi. 78; Prantl, 7.54. The 
g@aAdaxpds is another form of the 
same: How many hairs must: 
you lose to become a bald-head ? 
See Hor. Ep. ii. 1, 45; Prantl, 
l.c.; Deycks, 51. 

1 There are, for instance, in- 
dications of the Sorites in 
Zeno and Euclid. In general 
it is difficult to say who are 
the discoverers of quibbles, 
which are taken seriously at 
the time they are produced, 
but are after all only bad jokes. 
Seneca, Ep. 45, 10, says that 
many books had been written 
on the pevdéueros, among which 
those of Theophrastus and 


Chrysippus are known to us 
from Diog. vii. 196; v. 49. 
Chrysippus, according to Diog. 
vii. 198, 192, also wrote on the 
diaravOdvev, the éyxexaruppévos, 
and the owpirns. Philetus of 
Cos is said to have worked 
himself to death in writing 
about the wpevSdueros, Athen. 
ix. 401, e. The xeparivyns and 
éyxexaduppévos were also attri- 
buted to Diodorus (Diog. ii. 
111), and the former (Diag. vii. 
187) as also the Sorites (Diog. 
Vii. 82) to Chrysippus, certainly 
without reason to Chrysippus. 

? Compare what will be later 
said about Diodorus’ proofs in 
denying motion. 

* The motive which Prantl, 
p- 52, sees in the éyxexaAuppudves 
is not so patent, and the as- 
sumptions of Brandis, p. 122, 
do not seem accurate. 
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have been of a similar kind. He, at least, is only 
known to us as a captious disputant.! Nothing 
further is known of him beyond an argument in 
which he vainly attempted to entangle Menedemus 
in what is called the ‘horned’ fallacy,? and a refuta- 
tion of Xenophon’s proofs of the reasonable arrange- 
ment of the world,? which was subsequently repeated 
‘by the Academicians.‘ In close connection with the 
Megarian doctrines may be placed the discussions of 
Diodorus on motion and destruction, on the possible, 
and on hypothetical sentences. | 

Tradition has preserved four arguments, by which (4) Thatef 
Diodorus attempted to support the fundamerta sii 

; : ‘ ce ; a) On 

teaching of his school on theimpossibility of motion. ) Motion. 
The first,> which in the main is the same as that of 
Zeno, is as follows. Supposing anything to move, it 
must either move in the space in which it is, or in 
the space in which it is not. In the former it has 
not room to move, because it entirely fills it; in the 
latter it can neither act nor be acted upon; hence 


motion is inconceivable.® 


1 See p. 254, 1. 

2 In Diog. ii. 135. 

3 Seat. Math. ix. 107: Zeno 
had concluded, because the 
world is the best possible, and 
reason is higher than the ab- 
sence of reason, that the world 
must have reason. See Cic. 
De N. D. ii. 8, 21; iii. 9, 22. 
To this Alexinus replied: +d 
wonrindy TOU ph woinTiKod kal Td 
ypapparindy Tod ph ypaypariKod 
kpetrréy ors: nal rd Kard ras 
BaAas téxvas Oewpotpevuy Kpeir- 
rév eors Tov ph Towobrov, ovde 


The second is a less 


ty 3¢ xndopou Kpeirrdv eo’ roin- 
windy Gpa Kal ypouparindy dor 
& xéopos. 

* Cie. N. D. iii. 8, 21; 10, 26; 
11, 27. 

5 Seat. Pyrrh. ii. 242; iii. 71; 
Math. x. 85; i. 311. 

6 Seat. Pyrrh. iii. 243, men- 
tions asimilar argument against 
becoming in general, in imme- 
diate connection with the proof 
given above: Neither can what 
is come into being, for it exists 
already ; nor can what is not, 
for nothing can happen to it; 


THE SOCRATIC SCHOOL. 


accurate form of the same proof.! All that moves 
is in space: Whats in space reposes: Therefore 
what is moved reposes. A third proof? is based on 
the assumption of infinitesimal atoms and particles. 
It is generally attributed to Diodorus.’ Probably he 
only used it hypothetically, as Zeno did his argument, 
to refute ordinary notions.‘ It is this: As long as 
the particle a is in the corresponding space a, it does 
not move, because it completely fills it. Just as 
little does it move when it is in the next following 
space, B; for no sooner is it there than its motion 
has ceased. Accordingly it does not move at all. 
In this conclusion one cannot fail to discover the 
note of Zeno’s inferences, and of that critical process 
which had been already described by Plato.° The 
fourth proof,® besides assuming the existence of atoms, 
distinguishes between partial and complete motion.’ 
Every moving body must first have the majority of 


consequently nothing at all is. 
It is possible that this argu- 
ment also belongs to Diodorus. 
But Steixkart is wrong in at- 
tributing to him (Allg. Encykl 
Sect. i. vol. xxv. p. 288) the 
distinction between space in 
the wider and in the narrower 
sense, which is found in Seat. 
Pyrrh. iii. 75; Math. x. 95, 
since it would appear from 
these passages that the dis- 
tinction was made with a view 
to meet Diodorus’ objections. 

1 Seat. Math. x. 112. 

2? Id. x. 143 and 119. Alez- 
ander, too, De Sensu, 125, b, 
mentions Diodorus, Adyos wep! 


‘wav &pepay, 


* Id. ix. 8362; Pyrrh. iii. 32; 
Dionys. in Hus. Pr. Ev. xiv. 23, 
4; Stob. Eki i. 103; Pseudo- 
clement, Recogn. viii. 15, all of 
which point to one common 
soutce. Simpl. Phys. 216,.b; 
Schol. in Arist. 405, a, 21. 
Diodorus called these atoms 
a&pepij. 

‘ Even the first proof, accor- 
ding to Sext. Math. x. 85, was 
put in such a shape as to prove 
that every atom fully occupied 
its space; but this is unim- 
portant here. 

5 See p. 265. 

* Sext. Math. x. 113. 

7 nlenois war’ éxupdreary and 
«lynets Kat’ eiAicplvesav, 
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its particles moved, before it can move as a whole; 
that it should move with the majority is, however, 
not conceivable,. For supposing a body to consist of 
three atoms, two of which move whilst the third is 


at rest, such a body must move, because the majority. 


of its particles move. The same applies, when a 
fourth atom at rest is added: for the body being 
moved «at’ érixpdéreav, the three atoms of which it 
consists are moved, consequently the fourth at rest 
is added to the three moving atoms. Why not 
equally when a fifth and a sixth atom is added? So 
that a body consisting of 10,000 particles must be 
moved, if only two of these first move. If this is, how- 
ever, absurd, 4 movement of the majority of particles 
is therefore inconceivable, and therefore a movement 
of the whole body. That there is an inconclusive- 
ness in this argument Sextus has already noticed.' 
Diodorus, however, appears to have considered it 
unanswerable, and hence, he concludes all his re- 
searches by saying that it never can be said of a 
thing, It is moving, but only, It has moved.? He 
was, in other words, prepared to allow what the 
senses seemed to prove,* that a body is now in one 
place and now in another, but he declared the 
transition from the one to the other to be impossible. 
This is indeed a contradiction, and as such it was 


1 Sext. Math. x.112, 118. A agreed therein with the Elea- 
further argument, the first tics. 
argument of Zeno’s, is not at- 2 Sert. Math. x. 48; 85; 91; 
tributed to Diodorus by Seat. 97-102. 
Math. x. 47. He only says as 3 This reason is specially 
to its result, that Diodorus mentioned by Seat. Math. x. 86. 


(5) On 
Destruc- 
tion. 


(c) On the 
Possible. 
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laid to his charge by the ancients, and by him very 
inadequately met.! At the same time it is a devia- 
tion from the original teaching of his school. Euclid 
denied motion absolutely, and would just as little 
have allowed a completed motion as a transition in 
the present. 

With the third of these arguments agrees sub- 
stantially the argument of Diodorus that nothing 
perishes. It is as follows. A Wall, he says, does 
not perish; so long as the stones keep together, it 
stands; but when the stones are separated it no 
longer exists.? That it may however have perished, 
he appears to have likewise allowed. 

Closely related to the enquiry into motion, are 
his discussions on what is possible. In both cases 
the conceivability of change is the point raised, but 
in one case it is raised in reference to something, in 
the other abstractedly. In both cases, Diodorus 
stands on exactly the same footing with regard to 
his School. The older Megarians allowed as possible 
only what actually is, understanding by actual what 
was before them in the present. To this Diodorus 
added what might be in the future, by saying: Pos- 
sible is what either is actual or what will be actual.‘ 


1 See Seat. 91,97. Diodorus neously). This example is 


here proves the assertion that 
anything predicated of the past 
may be true, whilst it is not 
true predicated of the present 
by such irrelevant statements 
as that it can be said of Helen 
that she had three husbands 
(one after another), but never 
that she has three (cotempora- 


sufficient to show how erroneous 
Grote’s view (Plato iii. 501) is, 
that Diodorus only intended to 
assert that present motion is 
only the transition point be- 
tween the past and the present. 

2 Seat. Math. x. 347. 

® See p. 261. 

4 Cic. De Fato, 6, 12; 7, 13; 


PHILO THE MEGARIAN. 


In proof of this statement he used an argument, 
which goes by the name of «upievwy, and is still 
admired after centuries,! as a masterpiece of subtle 
criticism. It is in the main as follows: From any- 
thing possible nothing impossible can result ;? but 


it is impossible that the past can be different from | 


what it is; for had this been possible at a past 
moment, something impossible would have resulted 
from something possible. It was therefore never 
possible. And speaking generally it is impossible 
that anything should happen differently from what 


has happened.? 


Far less exacting was Philo, a pupil of Diodorus, 
when he declared everything to be possible, even 
should outward circumstances prevent it from being 


9,17; Ep. ad Fam. ix. 4; Plut. 
Sto. Rep. 46, p. 1055; Alea. 
Aph. in Anal. Pr. 59,b; Schol. 
in Arist. 163, b, 29; Simpl. 
ibid. 65, b, 7; Philip, ibid. 163, 
b, 19; Boeks, de Interpret. Op. 
ed. Basil, 364 ; Prantl, Gesch. d. 
Log. i. 19. The above sentence 
is expressed here thus: Possible 
is Srep } dori» GAnbes 4 Fora. 

1 Comp. pict. Diss. ii. 18, 
18: we ought to be proud of 
moral actions, ov éml rq@ dy 
kuptevovra epwrijca, and just 
before: xoppby codioudriov Edv- 
Tas, FOAY Kouipsrepoy Tov Kuptetor- 
tos. He also mentions, ii. 19, 
9, treatises of Cleanthes, Chry- 
sippus, Antipater, and Archi- 
demus on the xupiedwy. Chry- 
sippus could only meet it (ac- 
cording to Alex. in Anal. Pr. 
57, b, in Schol. in Arist. 163, a, 
8), by asserting that possibly 


the impossible might result 
from the possible. Other pas- 
sages are quoted by Prantl, p. 
40, 36. 

2 So dxodovOet» is rendered, 
thus keeping up the ambiguity 
of the original, where d«oAov- 
Qciy means not only sequence 
in time, but causal sequence. 

* Epict. Diss. ii. 19, 1: 6 
kuptevoy Adyos xd roobTwy Tivey 
apoppar hpwrijcba: palveras’ Kos- 
yns yap otons udxns rots Tpio 
Tovro:s epos BAANAG, Te “ay 7 A- 
peAnavdds Andes dvayKatoy elvas,’ 
kal rq ‘Suvarg addvarov ph axo- 
Aovbety,’ nal rH ‘ Suvardy elvar $ 
ofr tori dAndes ot? tora,’ 
cundav Thy paxny tabrny 6 Ard- 
Swpos TH THY epOTwy Svoiy wOa- 
voTnts sisegpieens mwpos wupd- 
crag Tov pndey elvas Suvardy 
b of? Zor Gants off’ cra. 
Conf. Cic. De Fato, 6. 


(5) That of 
Philo. 

(a) On the 
Possible. 


(b) On hy- 
pothetical 
sentences. 


(c) On the 
meaning of 
reords. 
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realised,' provided a thing has only the capacity 
therefor. This was undeniably a departure from 
the Megarian teaching. 

In regard, too, to the truth of hypothetical sen- 
tences, Philo laid down criteria different from those 
of his teacher.?- Diodorus declared those conditional 
sentences to be true, in which the apodosis neither 
can be false, nor ever could be false if only the pro- 
tasis be true. Philo says more vaguely, those are 
true in which there is not a true protasis and a false 
apodosis. The question here appears, however, to 
have been one of formal correctness in expressing 
logical rules.’ 

With Diodorus’ view of the possible the assertion 
appears to be connected, that no words are meaning~ 
less or ambiguous, each one always meaning some- 
thing, and everyone requiring to be understood ac- 
cording to this meaning:‘ he will only allow that 
meaning of a word to be possible which is actually 
present to the speaker’s mind. Respecting Diodorus, 
however, and the whole Megarian School, our infor- 


Philo, do not affect his real 
meaning at all, however much 
they may follow from the words 
of his definition. Hence Prantl, 


1 Alex.-Simpl. in Categ.- 
Schol. in Arist. 65, a, 39, b, 6; 
Boeks,1.c. Panthoides, accor- 
ding to pict. Diss. ii. 19, 5, 


attempted by another turn to 
avoid Diodorus’ argument, by 
disputing the sentence that 
every thing past must be of 
necessity. 

2 See Seat. Pyrrh. ii. 110; 
Math. viii. 113; i. 809; Cie. 
Acad. iv. 47, 143. 

8 The inferences by which 
Sextus, M. viii. 115, refutes 


p. 454, can hardly have quite 
grasped the meaning of Philo. 

4 Gell. xi. 12; Ammon., De 
Interpret. 32, a; Schol. in Arist. 
1103, b, 15; Simpl. Categ. f. 6, 
h. In order to show that every 
word has a meaning, Diodorus, 
according to Ammon., gave the 
name dAAauiv to one of his 
slaves. 
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mation is far too scanty to enable us to bring the 
fragments of their teaching into a perfectly satis- 
factory context,! granting that enough is known to 
evidence one and the same tendency in all these 
thinkers. It may then be assumed as probable, that 
the Megarians did not confine themselves to those 
logical subtleties which are known to us ; our notices 
are, however, too deficient for us to be able to attri- 
bute others to them with anything like certainty.? 

A peculiar position in the Megarian philosophy is 
that occupied by Stilpo. Ever ready to defend the 
teaching of the School at the head of which he stood, 
clinging to universal conceptions, maintaining the im- 
possibility of becoming, the unity of being,? and the 
difference between sensuous and rational perceptions,‘ 
he at the same time combines with his Megarian 
views theories and aims which originally belonged to 


the Cynics. 


1 Ritter’s (Rh. Mus. ii. 310, 
Gesch. der. Phil. 13. 140) con- 
jectures seem in many respects 
to go beyond historical proba- 
bility, and beyond the spirit of 
the Megarian teaching. To 
illustrate this here would take 
too long. 

2 Prantl, p. 43, believes that 
the majority of the sophisms 
enumerated by Aristotle really 
belong to the Megarians. Most 
of them, however, would ap- 
pear to come from the So- 
phists; in proof of which a 
reference may be made to 
Plato’s Euthydemus, which 
can hardly have the Megarians 
in view. Towards Euclid Plato 


In the first place he rejected, as did An- 


would not have used such lan- 
guage, as may be gathered 
from the Sophistes, 246, C., 
and the introduction to the 
Thesetetus ; and Eubulides had 
not appeared when Plato com- 
posed the Euthydemus. That 
the Megarians made use of 
many of the Sophistic fallacies, 
is of course not denied. Only 
nothing for certain is known 
of such use. 

8 See pp. 260, 3; 263, 4. 

‘ Compare the passage in 
Aristocles quoted p. 259, 1, in 
which of wep) ErlAwwva nal robs 
Meyapixotds are spoken of in 
addition to the Eleatics. 


Tt 2 


CHAP. 


(6) That 
of Stilpo, 
which 
adopted 
much from 
the 
Cynics. 
(a) eery 
combina-- 
tion of 
subject 
and predi- 
cate Té- 
jected as 
impossible. 
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CHAP. 
XII. 
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tisthenes, every combination of subject and predicate, 
since the conception of the one is different from the 
conception of the other, and two things with different. 
conceptions can never be declared to be the same.' 
The doctrine of the unity of being,’ in as far as it can 
be shown to have originated with Stilpo, may be © 
deduced as a corollary from this view ; for if nothing 
can be predicated of anything else, it follows that 
being can alone be predicated of itself. 

Truly cynical are also Stilpo’s moral principles. 
The captious logic to which other Megarians devoted 
themselves with speculative onesidedness, to the entire 
neglect of the_ethical element,’ was also a charac- 


1 In Plut. adv. Col. 22, 1, p. 
1119, the Epicurean Stilpo raises 
the objection: rdy Gedy dvaipei- 
ada tx’ abrov, Aéyovros Erepov 
érépou ph KarmyopeicOa, xas 
yip BuscdueOa, wh Adyovres by- 
Opawrov ayabdy . . . BAA’ bvOpw- 
wov KyOpwrov nal xwpls ayabby 
ayabov; ... and again, c. 23: 
ob phy bAAQ Td ew) ErlAwwvos 
roovrdy dorw. ei wep) txrou 1d 
Tpéxew Karyyopotper, of nor 
tavroy elvas re wept ob Karnyo- 
petra: 7rd Karryopotpevov, GAA’ 
crepoy pty avOpéry rod tl Fy 
elva: tov Adyov, Erepoy 88 TE 
ayabg: wal wddw 1d Troy elvar 
Tov tpéxovra elvas Siapéper * éxa- 
tépou yap dra:totpevos Tov Adyor 
ob roy abroy drodldoner drip 
aupory. S0ev dpaprdvew robs érepoy 
érépov xarnyopotyras. The very 
same thing will be found in the 
case of Antisthenes. All the less 
reason has Plutarch to regard 


Stilpo’s assertion as a mere 
joke. The same proof is given 
by Simpl. Phys. 26, a.: did 8é 
thy wept Tabdra (the distinction 
between the different cate- 
gories and the ambiguity of 
words) &yvoiav xal of Meyapixot 
KAnOéyres pirdcopa: AaBdvyres ws 
evapyy mpéracty, Sts dv of Adyar 
€repot ravra Erepd eor: Kal Sri 
Ta Erepa Kexwpiorat d&dAAfAw~y, 
€Sdnouv Sexvivar abrdy abrov Ke- 
xwpicpévoy exarroy: i.e. since 
the conception of Zaxpdrns 
povoixds is a different one to 
that of Zwxpdrns Aeuxds, the 
one according to Megarian 
hypothesis must be a different 
person to the other. 

2 See p. 263. 

’ Excepting LEuclid’s doc- 
trine of the oneness of virtue, 
nothing bearing on Ethics is 
known as belonging to the 
Megarians. 
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CHAP. 


teristic of Stilpo;' and perhaps it is only an accident sae 


that no captious assertion or discovery of his is on 
record. His character, however, is not only always Ee The 
mentioned by biographers with the greatest respect,? peg 

but many traits are recorded of him, which identify aeehel me 

pathy. 
th The highest 

good he placed in that; “‘apathy,) which forbids the 
feeling of pain even to exist. The wise man is re- 
quired to be in himself independent, and not even to 
stand in need of friends to secure happiness. When 
Demetrius Poliorcetes enquired after his losses by the 
plunder of Megara, he gave for answer that he had 
seen no one carrying off his knowledge.‘ When re- 
minded of the immoral life of his daughter, he re- 
joined, that if he could not bring honour on her, she 
could not bring disgrace on him.’ Banishment he 


1 See Chrysipp. in Plut. Sto. 
Rep. 10, 11, p. 1036, and pp. 211, 
2; 210, 6. 

2 See p. 251, note 3. 

8 Sen. Ep. 9, 1: ‘An merito 
reprehendat 1n quadam epistola 
Epicurus eos, qui dicunt sapi- 
entem se ipso esse contentum 
et propter hoc amico non indi- 
gere desideras scire. Hoc ob- 
jicitur Stilboni ab Epicuro et 
lis, quibus summum bonum 
visum est animus impatiens.’ 
And a little further on: ‘Hoc 
inter nos et illos interest: 
noster sapiens vincit quidem 
incommodum omne sed sentit ; 
illorum ne sentit quidem.’ 
Connected herewith is the ob- 
servation of Stilpo in Teles. in 
Stod. Floril. 103, 83, in order 
to warn from excessive grief 


at the death of relatives. 
What Alex. Aphr. De An. 103,. 
a, remarks also probably applies 
to Stilpo, that the Megarians 
look on 4doxAncla as xperoy 
oixetoy. 

4 Plutarch, Demet. c. 9; 
Tranquil. An. c. 17, p. 475; 
Puer. Ed. c. 8, p. 6; Sen. de 
Const. 5,6; Epis. 9,18; Diag. 
li, 115: Floril. Joan. Damasc. 
ii. 183, 153 (Stod. Floril. ed. 
Mein. iv. 227). That Stilpo 
thereby lost his wife and 
daughter is probably a rheto- 
rical exaggeration of Seneca. 
The well-known ‘omnia mea 
mecum porto,’ attributed by 
Seneca to Stilpo, is by Cicero 
referred to Bias of Prisne. 

5 Plut, An. Tran. c.6; Diog. 
ii. 114, 


cally har- 
monised by 
him. 
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would not allow to be an evil.' To be independent 
of everything without, and to be absolutely free from 
wants—this highest standard of Cynicism for the wise 
man—was also his ideal. And lastly, the free attitude 
towards religion adopted by the Cynics was also shared 
by him, and finds expression in many of his utterances.? 

Whether, and if so, in what way, he attempted 
to set up a logical connection between the Cynic and 
Megarian theories, we are not told. In itself, such a 
task was not difficult. With the assertion that no 
subject can admit a predicate, Euclid’s hostile attitude 
towards proof by analogy is closely related; this too 
rests on the general proposition that things dissimilar 
cannot be compared. It is also quite in harmony 
with the negative criticism of the Megarians; and if 
Euclid denied to the good any form of manifoldness, 
others might add, as Antisthenes really did, that the 
one and not the manifold could alone exist. More- 
over from the oneness of the good the apathy of the 
wise man might be deduced, by considering that all 
else besides the good is unreal and indifferent.2 The 
denial of the popular faith was also involved in the 
doctrine of the one, even as it was first taught by 
Xenophanes. In the Cynic element as adopted by 


1 In the fragment in Stod. 
Flor. 40, 8. 

2 According to Diog. ii. 116, 
he proved that the Athene of 
Phidias was not a God, and 
then before the Areopagus 
evasively replied that she was 
not a 6eds but a Ged, and when 
Crates asked him as to prayers 
and sacrifices, replied that 


these subjects could not be 
discussed in the street. The 
story in Plt. Prof. in Virt. 
12, p. 83, of the dream in which 
he conversed with Poseidon is 
apparently invented to justify 
his omission to sacrifice. 

® Conf. Diog. ii. 106, and p. 
263, 3. 


- ELEAN-ERETRIAN SCHOOL. 


Stilpo, there were not wanting, it is true, points of 
approach to the Megarians, but it was a deviation 
from the original form of the Megarian teaching to 
allow explicitly such an element to exist. 

Closely connected with the Megarian school is 
the Elean-Eretrian, respecting which, however, very 


Its founder 


CHAP. 


IL Hlean- 
Eretrian 
School. 

A. Its 


little j ation has reached us. 
wasCPhady of Elis,’ the well-known favourite of story. 


1 See Preller’s Phedo’s Life 
and Writings, Rhein. Mus. 
fiir Philol. iv. 391. Phsedo, 
the scion of a noble Elean 
family, had been taken cap- 
tive not long before the death 
of Socrates, probably 400 or 
401 B.c. Preller concludes 
from Phsdo, 89, B., that he 
was not eighteen years of age 
at the time of the death of 
Socrates; it may, however, be 
asked whether Phedo followed 
Athenian customs in his dress. 
He was employed as a slave 
in most humiliating services at 
Athens, until one of Socrates’ 
friends (besides Crito, Cebes 
and Alcibiades are both men- 
tioned, the latter certainly not 
being at Athens at the time, 
and probably not being alive) 
redeemed him at the interces- 
sion of Socrates. See Diov. ii. 
31, 105; Swid. under Saldep ; 
and Hesych. Vir Tlustr. daldev ; 
Gell. N. A. ii. 18; Macrobd. Sat. 
i. 11; Lact. Inst. iii. 25, 15; 
Orig. c. Cels. iii. 67; Cio. N. D. 
i. 33, 93; Athen. xi. 507, c. 
Preller not improbably finds 
the source of the story in 
Hermippus, xep\ tay ds:axpe- 
Ydvewr dv xadelg SovAwy. Grote 
(Plato, iii. 503) objects to this 


story, that no conquest of Elis 
took place at that time, where- 
as Diog. says of Phdo: ov- 
veddw Ti xarpld:. He therefore 
infers that MfAss should be 
read for ’HAeios in Diog. ii. 105. 
Yet Phedo is called an Elean 
by both Gell. 1. c. and Strabo, 
ix. 1, 8, p. 393, and his school 
called Elean. If Elis itself 
did not fall into an enemy’s 
hand, its suburbs were occu- 
pied by the Spartan army in 
the Elean-Spartan war, pro- 
bably in the spring of 408 B.c. 
(Xen. Hell. iii. 2, 21,and Prel- 
ler, on the passage, Curtius, Gr. 
Gesch. iii. 149. 757.) Phzedo 
appears to have been taken 
captive at that time. Most 
probably Phzedo left Athens on 
the death of Socrates. But 
whether he at once returned 
home, or repaired with others 
to Euclid at Megara, is un- 
known. Diog. ii. 105, mentions 
two genuine and four spurious 
dialogues of his. His Zopyrus 
is even quoted by Pollua, iii. 
18, and the Antiatheista in 
Bekker’s Anecdot.i. 107. Pans- 
tius seems to have had doubts 
as to all the treatises passing 
under his name, Diog. ii. 64. 
He is called by Gellius ‘ philo- 
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Socrates. 


On the death of his teacher, Phaedo 


collected a circle of disciples in his native town, who 
thence received the name of the Elean philosophers.? 
Plistanus is named as his successor,? and Archipylus 
and Moschus as his pupils.‘ Beyond the names we, 
however, know nothing of any one of them. By 
Menedemus and Asclepiades,® the school was removed 
to Eretria, and it was then called the Eretrian.® 


sophus illustris,’ and his writ- 
ings are spoken of as ‘ admo- 
dum elegantes.’ Even Jhtog. 
ii. 47, enumerates him among 
the most distinguished Socra- 
ticists. 

1 Compare for his relations 
to Socrates the Phzdo, 58, D. 
89, H. 

2 'HAeaxol, Strabo, ix. 1, 8, p. 
393 ; Diog. ii. 105, 126. 

8 Diog. ii. 105. 

4126. Perhaps these men 
were not immediate pupils of 
his. Since nothing is said of 
Menedemus’ studying under 
Plistanus, the latter, we may 
suppose, was no longer alive. 

5 The account given by Diog. 
ii. 125 of these philosophers in 
his life of Menedemus (probably 
taken from Antigonus of Cary- 
stus and Heraclides Lembus) is 
as follows: Menedemus of Ere- 
tria, originally a tradesman, 
had been sent as a soldier to 
Megara. There he became ac- 
quainted with the school of 
Plato (so Diog. says with Plato ; 
but this is chronologically im- 
possible) and joined it together 
with hisfriend Asclepiades, both 
cf them (according to Athen. 
iv. 168, a) earning a living by 
working at night. Soon, how- 


ever, they joined Stilpo at 
Megara, and thence went to 
Moschus and Archipylus at 
Elis, by whom they were in- 
troduced to the Elean doc- 
trines. Returning to their 
native city and becoming con- 
nected by marriage, they con- 
tinued together in faithful 
friendship until the death of 
Asclepiades, even after Mene- 
demus had risen to highest 
rank in the state, and had 
attained wealth and influence 
with the Macedonian princes. 
The sympathetic, noble and 
firm character of Menedemus, 
his pungent wit (on which 
Plut. Prof. in Virt. 10, p. 81; 
Vit. Pud. 18, p. 536), his mode- 
ration (Diog. ii. 129; Athen. 
x. 419, e), his liberality and 
his merits towards his country, 
are a subject of frequent 
panegyric. Soon after the 
battle of Lysimachia, which 
took place 278 B.c., he died, 
possibly by suicide—the result 
of a grief which is differently 
stated—at the age of seventy- 
four. According to Antigonus 
in Diog. ii. 136, he left no 
writings. 

6 Strabo, ix. 1, 8; Diag. ii. 
105, 126 ; Cic. Acad. iv. 42, 129. 
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Flourishing as was its condition here for a time, it 
appears soon to have died _out.! 

Among its adherents? Phzedo and Menedemus are 
the only two respecting whose opinions any informa- 
tion is to be had, and that information is little 
enough. By Timon Pheedo is classed with Euclid 
as a babbler, which points to an argumentative ten- 
dency.* Perhaps, however, he devoted himself to 
Ethics *® more than Euclid did. Menedemus, at least, 
appears to have been distinguished from his cotem- 
porary quibblers by having directed his attention to 
life and to moral questions. He is, however, spoken 
of as a sharp and skilful disputant.® If he hardly 
went the length of Antisthenes in declaring every com- 
bination of subject and predicate impossible,’ it still 
sounds captious enough to hear that he only allowed 
affirmative judgments to be valid, but rejected nega- 


1 Plut. Tranqu. An. 13, p. 
472. 

2 Athen. iv. 162, e, mentions 
a certain Ctesibius as a pupil 
of Menedemus, but what he 
says of him has nothing to do 
with philosophy. A treatise 
of the Stoic Spherus against 
the Eretrian School in 260 
B.c. is the last trace of the 
existence of the Eretrian 
school. Diog. vii. 178. 

3 Diog. ii. 107. 

‘4 The Platonic Phsedo does 
not give the slightest ground 
for thinking, as Steinhart, Plat. 
W. iv. 397, does, that Phzdo 
was inclined to a sceptical 
withholding of judgment. 

5 Compare the short but 
clever fragment on the subject 


of morals, which Sen. Ep. 94, 
41, quotes from Phzdo. 

6 Diog. ii. 1384: qv 5& dveKa- 
tavohros 6 M. nal éy rp auvbéaba 
dvoavtayauotos.: dorpéperd Te 
apos wdvra Kal edpertAdye épic- 
aiuaraTés Te, Kabd ynow "Avti- 
oOévns év S:adoxais, Fv. The 
verses of Epicrates in Athen. 
li. 59, cannot well refer to this 
Menedemus, since they are also 
directed against Plato, who 
was then still living. 

7 Even this is asserted. Ac- 
cording to Phys. 20, a (Schol. 
in Arist. 330, a, 3), the Ere- 
trians asserted pndtv xard pe- 
Sevds xarnyopeicba:. They ap- 
pear in this passage to be con- 
founded with the Cynics and 
the later Megarians. 
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tive and hypothetical ones.! Chrysippus? blames 
him as well as Stilpo, for their obsolete fallacies.? It 
may also be true that he disputed the view that pro- 
perties exist apart from particular objects, in the 
spirit of Cynic nominalism.* On the other hand, it is 
asserted that in positive opinions he was a Platonist, 
and only employed argument for amusement.> From 
what has been already stated, this seems incredible, 
nor can it be deduced from his disputes with Alex- 
inus.© Indeed, it is in itself most improbable.’ Still 
so much seems to be ascertained, that, together with 
Stilpo, he attributed to ethical doctrines a value 
above criticism. For we not only hear that he ad- 
mired Stilpo, who was his teacher, more than any 
other philosopher,’ and that he was himself often 


1 Diog. ii. 135. 

2 Plut. Sto. Rep. 10, 11, p. 
1036. 

3 Hermann, Ges. Abh. 253, 
refers to Menedemus the verses 
of John Salisbury (Enthet. ed. 
Peters, p. 41), in which a certain 
Endymion is mentioned, who 
called fides, opinio vera, and 
error, opinio fallax, and who 
denied that you could know 
what was false, for no know- 
ledge could be deceptive. The 
allusion does not, however, 
appear probable. The continu- 
ation, that the sun corresponds 
to truth, and the moon to false- 
hood, that error and change 
bear rule under the moon, but 
truth and immutability in the 
domain of the sun, certainly 
does not come from Menedemus. 

4 Simpl. Categ. Schol. in 
Arist. 68, a, 24:08 axd Tijs 
"Epetplas ayfjpouy tas woidrnras 


@s obvdanas éxobcas Ti Kowwdy 
ovarmdes iv 5¢ Tots nabéxacta Kal 
ovvééros Srapxovoas, 

5 Heraclides in Diog. ii. 135. 
Ritter’s conjecture, Gesch. d. 
Phil. ii. 155, that this Mene- 
demus is confounded with Me- 
nedemus the Pyrrhzan, whom 
we know from Plut. adv. Col. 
32, p. 1126, 8, and Athen., is 
hardly to be trusted. For 
Heraclides Lembus had treated 
the Eretrians in detail, as we 
learn from Diog., so that it is 
difficult to imagine such a con- 
fusion. The context also tells 
against that view. 

® Diog. 135, 136, says that he 
was constantly attacking Alexi- 
nus with violent derision, but 
yet did him some service. 

7 Diog. 134: rév 88 Bdaced- 
Awy Tay wep) TiAdrwyva xal Hevo- 


Kpdrnv . . . Kareppdvet, 
® Diog. 134. 
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derided for being a Cynic,'! but we know that he Cmar. 
busied himself with enquiring as to the chief good me 
in a practical way. . He affirmed that there was only; | 
one good—intelligence,? which, to his mind, was 
identical with a rational direction of the will.? What 

are commonly spoken of as distinct virtues, are, he 
maintained, only different names of this one virtue ;* 

and, by his activity as a statesman, he proved that 

he did not aim at dead knowledge. In his free views 

of religion he likewise reminds us of Stilpo and the 
Cynics.® “Zeno, however, having about this time 
united the most valuable and lasting parts of the 
Megarian and Cynic teaching in the more compre- 
hensive system of the Stoics, stragglers, such as the 
Eretrians, soon found themselves unable to exercise 


any important influence. 


1 Diog. 140: rd pev ody xpGra 
Kaweppovetro, K¥wy Kal Ajipos brd 
TaY 'Eperpelwy dxotwy, 

* Cic. Acad. ii. 42: Diog. 
123: xpos 8t Tov eixdvra woAAd 
Te dyad éxiGero xéaa Toy dpi6- 
poy wal ei voul(o: wAelw Trav éxa- 
rtév* and in 134 are some ques- 
tions to prove that the useful 
is not the good. 

3 Diog. 136: wal xoré rivos 
dxobcas, bs péyioroy &yabdy etn 
Td adytwy émirvyxydvey ay tis 
emiOupet, elre+ woAd 8 peiCor: 
Td éxiOupeiy ov Ser. 

* Plut. Virt. Mor. 2: Mevé- 
Syuos wey 5b ef 'Eperplas avfpe 
Tey Gperav Kal 7d xARGos Kal Tas 
Siapopas, ws mas obons Kal xpw- 
évns woAAois, évduaci* Td yap 
aitd cwpporivny kal avipelay Kal 


Sincuocdyny A€yeobo:, Kabdrep 

Bpordy wal &»Opwroy. 

. 5 That he exercised a con- 
siderable influence on his 
friends by his teaching and 
his personalty is shown by 
Plutarch, Adul. et Am. c. 11, 
p. 55; Diog. ii. 127-129. 

S Diog. 125: Blovds re éripe- 
A@s Katarpéxovros Tay pdvyTewy, 
vexpovs abtdy émiopdrrew treye: 
against which a trait of per- 
sonal fear, such as is described 
by Diog. 132, proves nothing. 
Josephus, Antiquit. Jud. xii. 2, 
12. Tertullian’s Apologet. 18, 
language on Menedemus and 
his belief in Providence, is 
probably as worthless as the 
whole fable of Aristeas. 
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CHAPTER XIII. 


THE CYNICS. 


THE Cynic, like the Megarian School, arose_from a 
fusion of the teaching of Socrates with the doctrines 
of the Eleatics and Sophists. Both schools, as has 
been already remarked, were united by Stilpo, and 


passed over into the Stoa in Zeno.! 


The founder of 


Cynicism, Antisthenes, a native of Athens,? appears 


1 It is accordingly not com- 
patible with an insight into 
the historical connection of 
these schools to insert the 
Cyrenaics between the Cynics 
and the Megarians, as Tenne- 
mann, Hegel, Marbach, Braniss, 
Brandis, and Striimpell have 
done. Otherwise it is of no 
moment whether we advance 
from the Megarians to Antis- 
thenes and thence to Aristip- 
pus, or vice versa; for these 
three schools were not being 
developed from one another, 
but grew up side by side from 
the same origin. The order 
followed above appears, how- 
ever, to be the more natural 
one; the Megarians confining 
themselves more closely to the 
fundamental position of So- 
crates; Antisthenes consider- 
ing its practical consequences : 


and Aristippus its effects on 
happiness, according to his own 
imperfect conception of it. 

2 Antisthenes was the son of 
an Athenian and a Thracian 
slave (Diog. vi. 1; ii. 31; Sen. 
De Const. 18, 5; Plut. De Exil. 
17, p. 607, calling his mother ; 
and Clemens, Strom. i. 302, C. in 
calling himself a Phyrgian, are 
confounding him with Dio- 
genes, or else must have been 
thinking of the anecdote in 
Diog. vi. 1; Sen. and Plut., 
1. e.; for further particulars 
consult Winkelmann, Antisth. 
Fr. p. 7; Miler, De Antisth. 
vita et scriptis Marb. 1860, p. 3). 
He lived, according to Xen. 
Mem. ii.5; Sym. 3, 8; 4, 34, 
in extreme poverty. The time . 
of his birth and death is not 
further known tous. Diodor. 
xv. 76, mentions him as one of 
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to have become acquainted with Socrates only late 
in life,! but ever afterwards to have clung to him? 
with enthusiastic devotion,? imitating his critical 
reasoning, though not always without an element of 
captiousness and quibbling. Early in life he had 
enjoyed the instruction of Gorgias,‘ and included other 
Sophists likewise among his friends.’ Indeed he had 
himself appeared Sophist-like as a pleader and teacher, 
before he made the acquaintance of Socrates.® It 
was therefore only a going back to his old mode of 
life, when on the death of Socrates he opened a 


School.’ 


the men living about 366 B.c. 
and Plut. Lycurg. 30, Sch., 
quotes a remark of his on the 
battle of Leuctra. According 
to Eudocia (Villoison’s Anecd. 
i. 56), he attained the age of 
70 years, which would place 
his birth in 436 B.c., but the 
circumstance is uncertain. 

1 We have every reason to 
refer Plato's yepdvray rots dyipd- 
Geo1, Soph. 251, B., to him, as 
will be subsequently seen. The 
only thing against it is the 
account in Diog. vi. 1, that An- 
tisthenes was praised by So- 
crates for his valour in the 
battle of Tanagra. This objec- 
tion applies even if the battle 
referred to was not the victory 
of the Athenians in the year 
456 B.c. (in which it is impos- 
sible that Antisthenes can have 
taken part), but the battle 
mentidned by Thucyd. iii. 91 
in 426 B.c., or that which was 
fought late in the autumn of 
428 B.c. between Delium and 
Tanagra (Thue. iv. 91), which 


At the same time he did not neglect to 


is usually called the battle of 
Delium. The story, however, 
is of no account, for Diog. ii. 
31 quotes the same words of 
Socrates in a different way. 

? Xen. Mem. iii. 11,17; Sym. 
4, 44; 8, 4-6. Plato, Phsedo, 
59, B.; Diog. vi. 2; Ibid. 9. 

* This at least is the descrip- 
tion given of him by Xen. 
Symp. 2, 10; 3, 4; 6; 4,2; 6; 
6, 5; 8. 

4 Diog. vi. 1, referring to the 
rhetorical school of Gorgias; 
nor does Antistheres deny his 
teaching. At a later period 
Antisthenes wrote against Gor- 
gias, Athen. v. 220, d. 

5 According to Xen. Symp. 4, 
62, he introduced Prodicus and 
Hippias to Callias, and recom- 
mended to Socrates an unknown 
Sophist from Heraclea. 

* Hermippus in Diog. vi. 2; 
Hieron. c. Jovin. ii. 14. 

7 In the yuprydowy of Cyno- 
sarges, Diog. vi. 13; Gottling, 
Ges. Abh. i. 253, which was 
intended for those who, like 
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commit his views to writing in numerous treatises,! 
the language and style of which are most highly 


praised.? 


Among the pupils* of Antisthenes, Diogenes‘ of 


himself,were of mixed Athenian 
blood, Pivt. Themist. c. 1. Ac- 
cording to Diog. vi. 4, he had 
but few pupils because of his 
harsh and severe treatment of 
them. It is not reported that 
he required payment, but he 
appears to have received volun- 
tary presents. Diog. vi. 9. 

1 Diog. vi. 15 (comp. Miller, 
l. c., p. 25) gives a list of these 
writings, which, according to 
Diog. ii. 64, was in the main 
approved of by Panstius. They 
are by him divided into 10 
volumes. Excepting a few 
fragments, the only ones which 
are preserved are the two 
small and comparatively worth- 
less declamations, Ajax and 
Ulysses, the genuineness of 
which is fully ascertained. 
Winckeimann (Antisthenis 
Fragmenta, Zur. 1842) has 
collected all the fragments. 
Because of his many writings, 
Timon called him sravrogpvy 
parcddva, Diog. vi. 18. 

* See Theopomp. in Diog. vi. 
14 and 15, and vii. 19; Dionys. 
Jud. de Thue. c. 31, p. 941; 
Epicte:. Diss. ii. 17, 35; Phry- 
nich. in Phot. Cod. 158, p. 101, 
b; Fronto, De Orat. i. p. 218; 
Longin. De Invent. Rhet. Gr 
ix. 559; Cie. ad Att. xii. 38; 
and Lucian adv. Indoct. c. 27; 
Theopompus passes the same 
opinion on his spoken ad- 
dresses. 

* Called by Aristotle, Metaph. 
viii. 3; 1043, b, 24, "Ayrio@évecor, 


but in later times universally, 
and probably even in the time 
of Antisthenes, called Kuycol, 
partly from their place of meet- 
ing, partly because of their 
mode of life. Conf. Diog. vi. 
13; Lact. Inst. iii. 15. g. E. 
Schol. in Arist. 23; a, 42; 35, 
a, 5. Antisthenes was already 
called awAoxtwr (Diog. 1. c.), 
and Brutus speaks disparag- 
ingly of a Cynic (Plut. Brut. 
34). Diogenes boasted of the 
name (Diog. 33 ; 40; 45 ; 55~60; 
Stob. Ecl. ii. 348, u, a), and the 
Corinthians placed a marble 
dog on his grave. (Diog. 78.) 
4 Steinhart, Diogenes, Allg. 
Encyc. sect. i. bd. xxx. 301; 
Gattling, Diogenes der Cyniker. 
Ges. Abh. i. 251; Bayle, Dict. 
Art. Diogéne is always worth 
reading. Diogenes .was the 
son of the money- changer 
Kikosios at Sinope. In his 
youth he had been engaged 
with his father in issuing 
counterfeit coin, and in conse- 
quence was obliged to leave his 
country, Diog. vi. 20, quoting 
authorities, gives further par- 
ticulars, but is not always 
faithfully explained by Gétt- 
ling, 251. Conf. Ibid. 49, 56; 
Plit. Inimic. Util. c. 2; De 
Exil. c. 7, p. 602; Musonius 
in Stob. Floril. 40,9; Lucian, 
Bis Accus., 24; Dio Chrys. Or. 
viii. We have no reason to 
doubt this fact, as Steinhart 
does, p. 302, although the ac- 
counts may disagree in a few 
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Sinope is alone known to fame, that witty and eccen- 


tric individual, whose imperturbable originality, 


details. In Athens he became 
acquainted with Antisthenes, 
who, for some reason or other, 
drove him away with a stick, 
but was at length overcome by 
his perseverance. (Diog. 21; 
Atlian, V. H. x. 16; Hieron. 
~ adv. Jovin. ii. 206.) When this 
took place is unknown, and 
Bayle’s conjecture that the 
condemnation of Socrates was 
the cause of Antisthenes’ 
hatred of mankind, is not to 
be depended upon for chrono- 
logical reasons. Diogenes now 
devoted himself to philosophy 
in the Cynic sense of the term, 
and soon surpassed his master 
in self-denial and abstemious- 
ness. He himself mentions 
Antisthenes as his teacher, in 
the verses in Plut. Qu. Conv. ii. 
1,7, 1. He appears to have 
lived avery long time at Athens, 
at least if the account of his 
meeting with Philip before the 
battle of Chrronea may be 
trusted (Diog. 43; Plut. de 
Adulat. c. 30, p. 70; De Exil. 
c. 16, p. 606; pict. Diss. iii. 
22, 24; it is not, however, 
stated that Diogenes fought at 
Chzeronea, as Gdottlingy,p. 265, 
says, nor is this probable of a 
Cynic), according to which he 
was then still living at Athens. 
But it is also possible—and 
this agrees with his principle 
of having no home—that he 
may have visited other places 
as a wandering preacher of 
morals, particularly Corinth. 
(Diog. 44; 63; Plat. Prof. in 
Virt. 6, p. 78; Dio Chrys. Or. 
vi.; Val. Maz. iv.3; Diog. ii. 


66; vi. 50.) According to 
Diogenes, he met Aristippus 
in Syracuse. On some such 
journey he fell into the hands 
of pirates, who sold him to 
Xeniades, a Corinthian. For 
this event see Diog. vi. 29 ; 74; 
Plut. Tran. An. 4, p.466; An. 
Vitios, s. 3, p. 499; Stod. Floril. 
3, 63; 40, 9; pict. Diss. iii. 
24, 66; Philo, Qu. Omni. Prob. 
Lib. 883, C.; Julian, Or. vii. 
212, d. Xeniades appointed 
him the instructor of his sons, 
and he is said to have admir- 
ably discharged this duty. 
Highly esteemed by his pupils 
and by their parents, he re- 
mained with them till] his 
death. At this time occurred 
the meeting with the younger 
Dionysius, mentioned by Plt. 
Timol. 15, and the conversa- 
tion with Alexander, so greatly 
exaggerated by tradition. 
(Diog. 32; 38; 60; 68; Sen. 
Benef. v. 4, 3; Juvenal, xiv. 
311; Theo. Progym.c. 5; Julian, 
Or. vii. 212.) The most simple 
version of it is that found in 
Plut. Alex. c. 14; De Alex. 
Virt. c, 10, p. 331; ad Princ. 
Inerud. c. 5, p. 702. Diogenes 
died at Corinth, on the same 
day, it is said, as Alexander 
(Plut. Qu. Conv. viii. 1, 4, p. 
717; Demetr. in Diog. 79), i.e. 
823 B.c., at an advanced age 
(Diog. 76, says almost ninety, 
Cens. Di. Nat. 15, 2, says 
eighty-one). The story of his 
death is differently told. (Diag. 
76; 31; Plut. Consol. ad Apoll. 
c. 12, p. 107; Alan, V.H. viii. 
14; Cons. 1. c.; Tatian adv. 
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coarse humour, strength of character, admirable even 
in its excesses, fresh and vigorous mind, have made 
him the most typical figure of ancient Greece.’ 

Of the pupils of Diogenes,? Crates is the most 


celebrated. 


Gr. c.2; Hieron. adv. Jovin. ii. 
207,m; Lucian, Dial. Mort. 21, 
2; Cic. Tusc. i. 34, 104; Stobd. 
Floril. 123,11.) Most probably 
he succumbed to old age. The 
Corinthians honoured him with 
a solemn burial and a tomb, 
and Sinope erected a monu- 
ment to his memory (Diog. 78 ; 
Panusan, ii. 2, 4; Anth. Gr. iii. 
558). Diog. 80, mentions many 
writings which bear his name. 
A portion of them were, how- 
ever, rejected by Sotion. Others 
denied that he left any writ- 
ings. Theophrastus’ treatise: 
Té&y Aioyévous cuvayeryh (in Diog. 
v. 43), by Grote, Plato, iii. 508, 
to the Cynic Diogenes, cer- 
tainly refers to Diogenes of 
Apollonia. 

' That he exercised an irre- 
sistible charm over many per- 
sons by his manners and words 
is attested by Diog. 75, and 
confirmed by examples like that 
of Xeniades, Onesicritus, and 
his sons. 

2 Amongst them are known, 
besides Crates and Stilpo: 
Onesicritus, the companion 
and biographer of Alexander, 
with his sons Androsthenes and 
Philiscus (Diog. vi. 75 ; 73; 80; 
84; Plut. Alex. 65; for parti- 
culars respecting Onesicritus 
in Miller, Script. Rer. Alex. 
M. p. 47); Monimus of Syra- 
cuse, the slave of a Corinthian 
money-changer, who was driven 


By his influence, his wife Hippar- 


away by his master for throw- 
ing money out of the window 
in Cynic fanaticism, one of the 
most distinguished Cynics, and 
the author of several treatises, 
amongst them of ralyia oxovdf 
Aadrnoig peurypéva (Diog. vi. 
82); Menander and Hegesias 
(Diog. vi. 84), and perhaps 
Bryson the Achsan (Jbid. 85). 
Phocion is also said to have 
been a pupil of his (Diog. 76; 
Phoc. c. 9); but Plutarch was 
not aware of it ; and as Phocion 
adhered to the Academy, there 
is probably no truth in the 
story beyond the fact of a pass- 
ing acquaintance. 

* The Theban Crates, gener- 
ally called a pupil of Diogenes, 
but by Hippobotus, a pupil of 
Bryson the Achwan (Diog. vi. 
78), flourished about 328-324 
B.C. (Diog. vi. 87). Since, how- 
ever, stories are current not 
only of his tilting with Stilpo 
(Diog. ii. 117), but also of his 
quarrelling with Menedemus 
in his later years (Diog. ii. 131; 
vi. 91), his life must have lasted 
to the third century. Another 
Crates, a pupil of Stilpo, who 
is mentioned Diog. ii. 114, must 
not be confounded with the 
Cynic Crates. He is probably 
the same as the Peripatetic of 
that name in Diog. iv. 23. In 
zeal for the Cynic philosophy, 
Crates gave away his consider- 
able property. For the different 
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chia ' and her brother Metrocles ? were gained for the 
Cynic School. The names of several immediate and 
remote pupils of Metrocles * are known, through whom 
the School may be traced down to the end of the third 
century. Yet all its nobler features were cultivated 
by the Stoics from the beginning of the third century, 
only toned down and supplemented by the addition 
of other elements also. Henceforth Cynicism was 
useless as a special branch of the Socratic philosophy. 
Subsequent attempts which were made to preserve 
its distinct character only resulted in caricatures. 


and very conflicting accounts 
see Diog. vi. 87; Plut. Vit. 
Aer. Al. 8, 7, p. 831; Apul. De 
Mag. 22; Floril. ii. 14; Simpl. 
in Epict. Enchir. p. 64; Phi- 
lostr. v. Apoll. i. 138, 2; Hieron. 
adv. Jovin. 11.203. He died at 
an advanced age (Diog. 92, 98). 
Diog. 98 mentions some letters 
of his, the style of which re- 
sembled Plato’s, and some tra- 
gedies, and Demetr. De Elocut. 
170, 259, also mentions moral 
and satirical poems. Accor- 
ding to Julian, Or. vi. 200, b, 
Plutarch also wrote an account 
of his life. From Diog. 91; 
Apul. Floril. 14, we learn that 
he was ugly and deformed. 

1 The daughter of an opulent 
family from Maronea in Thrace, 
who from love to Crates re- 
nounced her prospects and 
habits of comfort, and followed 
him in his beggar’s life, Diog. 
96; Apul. Floril. ii. 14. 

* Formerly a pupil of Theo- 
phrastus and Xenocrates, but 
won over to Cynicism by 
Crates (Telos. in Stob. Floril. 
97, 31, vol. iii. 214, Mein.), 


after having been cured by him 
of his childish idea of suicide. 
At a later period, however, he 
hung himself to escape the 
burdens of age, Diog. 94. Re- 
specting his apathy, see Plut. 
An. Vitios. Ad. Infelic. c. 3, p. 
499; for a conversation of his 
with Stilpo see Plut. Tranqu. 
An. 6, p. 468. 

* Diog. 95. His pupils were 
Theombrotus and Cleomenes; 
the former was the teacher of 
Demetrius, the latter of Ti- 
marchus, and both of them of 
Echecles. Contemporary with 
Echecles was Colotes, Diag. vi. 
102. Contemporary with Me- 
trocles was Diodorus of Aspen- 
dus, mentioned in Zeller’s Phil. 
d. Griech. vol. i. 289. At an 
earlier period, under Antigonus 
the Great, lived the Cynic 
Thrasylus (Plut. Reg. Apoph- 
theg. Antig. 15, p. 182; Vit. 
Pud. 7, p. 531); under one of 
the Ptolemies, Sotades, whose 
Cynical abstinence JNonnue, 
Exeg. Histor. Greg. Naz. 26 
(Greg. in Julian. Invect. ed. 
Eton. 1610, p. 136) mentions. 
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Two of the basest of its later representatives are 
known to us in the persons of Menedemus' and Me- 


nippus.? 


1 A pupil of Echecles, and 
previously, as it would seem, 
of the Epicurean Colotes (Diog. 
vi. 95, 102), of whom we only 
hear that he occasionally ap- 
peared in the mask of a fury, 
to add greater force to his 
philippics. A pupil of his is 
Ktesibius, whom Athen. i. 15, 
c. iv. 162, e, names as a 
cotemporary of Antigonus (Go- 
natas). 

* Menippus was, according 
to Diog. vi. 99, conf. Gell. 
N. A. ii. 18, 6, originally a 
Pheenician slave. He is said to 
have amassed a considerable 
fortune by money-lending 
(Hermippus in Diog. 1. c.), the 
loss of which he took so much 
to heart that he hung hiniself. 
His career must fall in the first 
half of the third century. Dio- 
genes indicates that, placing 
him between Metrocles and 
Menedemus, it being his habit 
to mention the philosophers of 
this school in chronological 
order ; also the story that he 
was the author of a treatise 
respecting the festivities of 
Epicurus’ birthday (Diog. vi. 
101), and of an Arcesilaus 
(Athen. xiv. 664, c.; the Acade- 
mician of this name died at a 


‘great age in 240 B.c.); also 


the circumstance that a portion 
of his writings was attributed 
to a Zopyrus (Diog. vi. 100), 
probably the friend of the Sil- 
lograph Timon (Jdid. ix. 114); 
also Probus who (Virg. Ecl. vi. 
31) calls Menippus much 
earlier than Varro; also Lu- 


Soon after it became extinct as a School, 


cian Ikaromen. 15, who makes 
Menippus an eye-witness of a 
number of things, all of which 
happened about 280 B.c. In 
the face of so many clear 
proofs, the language of Diag. 
vi. 99, who, speaking of Me- 
leager living about 100 B.c. 
says, Tov Kar’ abroy yenopévon, 
cannot go for much. There is 
probably here a mistake in the 
text; perhaps «ar’ is written 
for per’, or as Mitsche, p. 32, pro- 
poses, we ought to read rov kal 
ai’rod yevouévou Kuvixod. Pro- 
bably this Menippus is the 
same person as Menippus of 
Sinope, called by Diog. vi. 95, 
one of the most distinguished 
men of the school of Metro- 
cles; for Diog. vi. 101 in 
counting up the various Me- 
nippuses does not mention him 
as well as this Menippus, but 
calls him as Athen. xiv. 629, e, 
664, e, likewise does Mévurmos 6 
xuvixds. The name Xwwrets is 
thus explained : his master was 
a certain Baton of Pontus 
(Achaicus in Diog. vi. 99), with 
whom he probably lived at 
Sinope. (Compare also Mietz- 
sche’s Beitr. z. Quellenkunde 
u. Kritik des Laért. Diogenes. 
Basel, 1870, p. 28.) According to 
Diog. 13 treatises of Menippus 
were in circulation, of which he 
gives the titles of seven, and 
Athen. the titles of two more. 
That they were not his own 
production is probably only 
enemy’s slander. All these 
writings appear to have been 
satires. His proficiency as a 
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and only reappeared at a very much later time as an 
offshoot of Stoicism.! 

The Cynic philosophy claims to be the genuine 
teaching of Socrates.? The many-sidedness, however, 
of Socrates, whereby the intellectual and the moral 
elements were completely fused, and the foundations 
thus laid of a more comprehensive and deeper-going 
science, was above the powers of Antisthenes. Natur-~ 
ally narrow and dull,* but fortified with singular 
strength of will, Antisthenes admired‘ above all 
things the independence of his master’s. character, 
the strictness of his principles, his self-control, and 
his universal cheerfulness in every position in life. 
How these moral traits could be in a great measure 
the result of free enquiry on the part of Socrates, and 
how they could thus be preserved from narrowness, 


satirist may be gathered from 
the fact that he was not only 
imitated in ancient times by 
Meleager (Diog. vi. 99), but 
also by Varro in his Satire 
Menipper (Cic. Acad. i. 2, 8; 


Gell. N. A. ii. 18, 6, also 
Macrob. Saturn. i. 11; conf. 


Probus, 1. ¢.), and that even 
Lucian gives him a prominent 
place in his dialogues. Conf. 
Riese, Varr. Sat. Rel. p. 7. 

1 Besides the above, Me- 
leager of Gadara should be 
mentioned, could we be sure 
that he was a member of the 
Cynic School. But the mere 
fact that Athen. iv. 157, 6, in 
addressing a Cynic calls him 
6 xpéyovos ducy, and that he is 
perhaps mentioned by Diogenes 
as a Cynic, does not prove 
the continuance of the Cynic 


school. It would fully explain 
these statements that he was 
attaching himself as a writer 
to Menippus. 

2 See p. 285, 2, and Diog. vi. 
11. 
* This his teaching proves 
independently of the opinions 
of opponents, such as Plato, 
Thestet. 155, E., in which the 
words oxAnpods xal dyriréwous 
dvOpéwous and > ed &poveo 
refer without doubt to Antis- 
thenes and not to the Ato- 
mists; Soph. 251, B. yepdyrav 
rots dpudders ... ixd wevlas 
Tis wep opdvnow xrhcews te 
TrowauTa reOaupaxdéot. Arist. Me- 
taph. v. 29, 1024, b, 33, viii. 33 
1043, b, 23. 

4 As Cie. De Orat. iii. 17, 62, 
and Diog. vi. 2, remark, appa- 
rently on the same authority. 


v2 


29] 


CHAP. 
XIIL 


B. Cynie 
teaching. 
(1) Depre- 
ciation of 
theoretical 
knowledge. 


THE SOCRATIC SCHOOLS. 


he did not understand ; nor did he see that the prin- 
ciple of a knowledge of conceptions reached far be- 
yond the limits of the Socratic platform. All _know- 
ledge not, immediately subservient to ethica’ purposes 
he accordingly rejected as unnecessary, or even as 
injurious, as the offspring of vanity and love of ptea=- 
sure. Virtue, he maintained, is an affair of action, 
and can dispense with words and with wisdom. All 
that it needs is the strength of will of a Socrates." 
Thus he and his School not only regarded logical and 
physical enquiries as worthless, but passed the same 
opinion on all arts and sciences which have not the 
moral improvement of mankind ? for their immediate 


1 Diog. 11, Antisthenes teach- 
es abrépxn 38 thy aperhy xpds 
eSapovlay, undevds mpoodeonéevny 
Sri wh SwKparucis laydos. Thy’ 
aperny tay epyor elvat, pnre 
Adyww xAdorwy Seounévny phre 
pabnudrey. 

2 Diog. 103: apéoxe: ody at- 
Tots Tov AoyiKoy Kal Toy puoiKdy 
téwoy weptaipely, eupepds ’Apl- 
arav. TPE Xig, dye de WpooeXey 
rg house. According to Dio- 
cles, Diogenes said—what 
others attribute to Socrates 
or Aristippus (see p. 150, and 
Plut. in Eus. Pr. Ev. i. 8, 9)— 
that we ought to learn ér7 
rot dv peydpotos Kandy 7 dryabdy 
re réruxtat, xapavrobyra: 3é Kal 
ra eyxbeyia . . . weptapodor Se 
kal yewuerplay Kal povaotchy Kal 
xdvra 7a ToiavTa, When a dial 
was shown him, Diogenes re- 


plied, that it was not a bad 


instrument to avoid being late 
for meals. Ibid. 27: rods dé 
ypapparixods eaipate [ Diog. ] 7a 
pey too *O8uccéws Kaka éva(n- 


touvras Ta 8 ia ayvoovvrras ° 
cal why xal rods povoixods Tas 
pev év rH Adpe xopdds apudr- 
Tecbat, avdpporra 8 txew rijs 
Yuxiis Td HOn° robs palynparixods 
aroBAérey pey xpos Toy HAsoy wat 
Thy cedhvny, 128 ev x00) xpdy- 
para wapopay* tovs phropas dé- 
yew piv éoxovdsaxdva: Ta Sixaua, 
apadrrey 5t undauas. The pas- 
sage on astronomers may pos- 
sibly have been supported by 
the story of Thales falling 
into a well whilst contemplat- 
ing the heavens. An answer 
thereto is the passage in the 
Theztetus 174, A, 175, D, on the 
Thracian maiden who upbraid- 
ed him for so doing. The 
mother of Antisthenes was a 
Thracian slave, and the words 
which Plato puts into the 
mouth of the Thracian girl 
closely resemble those quoted 
by Diogenes. It would also 
tally with the character of 
Antisthenes, that he as an 
awalSevros should be charged 
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object; for, said Diogenes,’ as soon as any other 
object intervenes, self is neglected. Even reading and 
writing Antisthenes declared could be dispensed with.? 

The last statement must in any case be taken 
with considerable limitation,? nor can the Cynic 
School as a whole be regarded as so hostile to culture 
as this language would seem to imply. In fact, some 
decided language as to the value of culture is on 
record coming from Antisthenes,‘ Diogenes,° Crates,° 


with not troubling himself 
about the general conception 
of things. Diog. 73 says of Dio- 
genes: povokys Te kal yewuerpixjs 
kal aorpodcylas kal ray roodtey 
aperciy &s axphotwy kal obx dvary- 
kaiwy. Conf. Diog. 24; 39; 
Julian, Or. vi. 190, a; Seneca, 
Ep. 88, particularly § 7, 32; 
Stob. Floril. 33, 14; id. 80, 6: 
an astronomer pointing to a 
map of the heavens says: 
obrol cio of wAavdéuevor tev 
éorépwy* upon which Diogenes 
replies, pointing to those pre- 
sent: uh pebdou- od yap ovroi 
elaw of wAavdpevoi, GAA’ ovro:. 
The saying of Diogenes in 
Simpl. De Ceelo, 33, b, Schol. in 
Arist. 476, b, 35, that even an 
ass takes the shortest cut to 
his food and to the water, was 
probably meant as a hit at 
geometry and its axiom of the 
straight line. 

' Excerp. e Joan. Damasc. ii. 
18, 61. (Stod. Floril. ed. Mein.) 

2 Diog. 103: ypdupara yotv 
ph pavOdvey %packcey 5 *Avyri- 
abévns robs odppovas ‘yevouévous, 
Iva ph Siacrpépotyro ruts &AAOT- 
plous. 

3 It would be hardly credible 


in a man so fond of writing. 
If it is not altogether a fancy, 
it may either rest upon some 
individual expression, such as, 
that it would be better not to 
read at all than to read such 
nonsense, or it is based upon 
more general statements such 
as that quoted by Diog. 5, that 
wisdom must not be written in 
books, but in the soul. 

4 Exe. e Floril. Jo. Damasc. 
ii, 13, 68: Sef rods péAdAovras 
dyabods a&vdpas yerhoerOa: rd 
pey cGpa yuuvaclos donetv, thy 
5t puxhy wadetey. bid. 33, in 
answer to the question sotos 
orépayos Kaddords eozw, he 
replied : 5 aad wa:delas. 

5 Diog. 68: Thy radelay 
elxe rots pev véois cuppocbyny, 
rots 3¢ xpecBurépors wapapvOlay, 
tots 8¢ wéynos nAOvTOY, Tois Se 
wAovalois xéopov elyar.— Exc. e 
Floril. Jo. Damasc. 18, 29: 9 
madsela duola eorl yxpvcg ore- 
gdvy: nal yap timhy Exe: Kal 
woduréAeay, Ibid. 74, 75. 

* Diog. 86: ratr’ Eyw boo" 
Euabov nal éppdyrica Kal pera 
Moucay cépv’ didny. 7a 8t wOAAG 
wal BABia Todos Enappe. A pa- 
rody of this verse is the epitaph 
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and Monimus.' Diogenes too is said to have zealously 


_ impressed on his pupils the sayings of poets and of 


prose writers.? Besides, it cannot be conceived that 
men, who wrote so much that was good, should have 
declared war against all culture. One thing we may 
however take for established, that the value of culture 
was exclusively estimated by its efficacy in producing 
the Cynic type of virtue. Hence this School depre- 
ciated all speculative knowledge, only studying logic. 
and physics, in as far as these sciences seemed neces- 
sary for ethical purposes. From this judgment we 
are not justified in exempting even the founder.‘ 


on Sardanapalus in Clem. Stro- 
mat. ii. 411, DD. . 

! Floril. Jo. Damasc. ii. 13, 
88: Mévios ... en xpetrrov 
elva: ruprdy 4) awaldevrov- roy 
pty yap eis thy BdOporv, roy & 
eis rd Bdpadpoy dumlarrey. 

2? Mog. 31, according to Eu- 
bulus; «aretxov 3€ of -waides woA- 
Ad woinray Kal cuyypapéwy Kal 
T@Y aro Aloyevois, wacdy 7 
Epodor otyropov mpds Td ehpynud- 
vevoToy éxhoket, 

* Krische, Forschungen, 237. 
See Ritter, ii. 120. - 

‘ Although the division of phi- 
losophy into Logic, Ethics, and 
Physics can have been hardly 
introduced in the time of Anti- 
sthenes, and hence the words 
in Diog. 103 cannot be his, it 
does not thence follow that the 
statement there made is false. 
Amongst the writings of Anti- 
sthenes some are known to us, 
which would be called logical 
writings, to use a later division ; 
others are on physical subjects. 
To the first class belong Mep} 


Adtews, "AAHOea, TMep) rod sare 
yer@ai, SdOwv 4 weph roi ayri- 
Aéyew, Tlept diarécrou, Mept dvo- 
pdrwyv, Tlept dvoudrwv xphoews, 
Tlep! épwricews nat a&roxploews, 
Tlep) Sé&ys wal émorhpns, Adtat 
% ptorids, Mep) tot pavOdvew 
apoBAjuara. To the second, Mepl 
(dwv picews, Mep) picews (per- 
haps the same which Cicero 
mentions N. D. i. 13, 32), ’Epé- 
Tua wep) dicews, A commen- 
tary on the writings of Hera- 
clitus, which Diog. ix. 15 men- 
tions, does not belong to him. 
See Zeller, Phil. d. Griech. i. 
527, and Krische, p. 238. So 
little, however, is known of 
these writings, that no con- 
clusions can be arrived at 
which contradict the above 
assumptions. His logical writ- 
ings, to judge by their titles, 
appear to have contained those 
polemical dissertations on con- 
ceptions, judgments, and ex- 


‘pressions, which were required 


as a foundation for critical 
researches. Of the writings 
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The utterances of Antisthenes on logic, so far as they 
are known to us, consist in a polemic against the 
philosophy of conceptions, the object of which is to 
prove the impossibility of speculative knowledge. 
Likewise his remarks upon nature have for their ob- 
ject to show, what is natural for man. For this no 
deep research seemed necessary to him or his fol- 
lowers ;' a healthy intelligence can tell everyone 
what he ought to know; anything further is only 
useless subtlety. 

In support of these views Antisthenes put forward 
a theory, based it is true on a leading position of 
Socrates,’ but one, nevertheless, which in its expanded 
form and in its sceptical results plainly shows the 
disciple of Gorgias. Socrates having required the 
essence and conception of every object to be investi- 
gated before anything further could be predicated 
of it, Antisthenes likewise required the conception of 
things what they are or were to be determined.’ 


on Physics, it is not known 
whether they treat of other 
than those natural subjects, 
which Antisthenes required im- 
mediately for his Ethics, in 
order to bring out the differ- 
ence between nature and cus- 
tom and the conditions of a 
life of nature. Even the 
treatise rep) (dav picews may 
have had this object. Pro- 
bably Plato, Phileb. 44, C., 
reckoned Antisthenes among 
the pdra Selvous Acyoudvous 7a 
nept vow, only because in all 
questions about morals and 
prevailing customs, he invari- 
ably referred to the require- 
ments of nature. 


} Even Cicero ad Attic. xii. 
38, calls Antisthenes ‘homo 
acutus magis quam eruditus.’ 

* Compare the relation of 
this theory to the doctrine of 
ideas, and what Diog. 39, Simpl: 
236, b, m, 278, b, u, says of 
Diogenes, with what the Scho- 
liast on Arist. Categor. p. 22, b, 
40 says of Antisthenes. Sezt. 
Pyrrh. iii. 66, only asserts of a 
Cynic in general: that he re- 
futes the arguments against 
motion by walking up and 
down. Similarly Diogenes in 
Diag. 38. 

> Diog. vi. 3: xparés re apl- 
caro Adéyov elmdy: Adyos éoriv 5 
vd th hv Fh tori Snradv. Alexander 


(2) Logie. 
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Confining himself, however, exclusively to this point 
of view, he arrived at the conclusion of the Sophists,' 
that every object can only be called by its own pecu- 
liar name, and consequently that no subject can admit 
a predicate differing from the conception of the sub- 
ject. Thus it cannot be said that a man is good, but 
only that a man is human, or that the Good is good.? 
Every explanation, moreover, of a conception con- 
sisting in making one conception clearer by means of 
another, he rejected all definitions, on the ground 


in Top. 24, m, Schol. in Arist. 
256, b, 12, on the Aristotelian 
tl 4p elva: says that the simple 
vi 4v, which Antisthenes want- 
ed, is not sufficient. 

1 See Zeller, Phil. d. Griech. 
904. 

2 Arist. Metaph. v. 29; 1024, 
b, 33: ’AvrioOévns Gero evhOws 
pndty afiay AdyerOa: wAhy Tq 
oixelp Adyy ty ep’ evds: e& dy 
ouvéBave, ph elvar dyrideye, 
oxeddy St unde pevder0a, Alex- 
ander on the passage. Plato, 
Soph. 251, B.: 86en ye, oluas, 
wots Te véos Kal tay yepdv Tey 
rots bWiuabéo: Colyny waperxhna- 
pev: evObs yap ayvriAaBéoba: wayr) 
axpoxeipoy ws &dtvarov rd re 
®OAAG ty Kal 7d by woAAd elvai, 
wal 3h wov xalpovow odx éavres 
dyabby Aéyerw BvOpwrov, GAAA 7d 
pey dyabdy ayaldy, roy 8t kvOpw- 
wov tyOpwxov.—Cf. Philebus 14, 
C.; Aviat. Soph. El. c. 17, 175, 
b, 15; Phys. i. 2, 185, b, 25; 
Simpl. in loc. p. 20; Zsokr. Hel. 
i. 1, and particularly what is 
said p. 276, 1, respecting Stilpo. 
Hermann, Sokr. Syst. p. 30, 
once thought to discern in 
these sentences of Antisthenes, 


@& great progress as proving 
that Antisthenes recognised all 
analytical judgments a priori 
as such to be true, but has 
since been obliged to modify 
his opinion (Plat. i. 217, Ges. 
Abh. 239), on being reminded 
by Ritter (Gesch. d. Phil. ii. 
133) that Antisthenes could 
only be speaking of identical 
judgments. Still he adheres 
to it so far as to state that by 
the teaching of Antisthenes, 
philosophy for the first time 
gave to identical judgments an 
independent value. In what 
this value consists, it is hard 
to say, for nothing is gained 
by recognising identical judg- 
ments, nor has it ever occurred 
to any philosopher to deny 
them, as Hermann, Ges. Abh. 
asserted though without quot- 
ing a single instance in support 
of it. Still less can it be a 
forward step in philosophy to 
deny all but identical judg- 
ments. On the contrary, such 
a denial is the result of an 
imperfect view of things, and 
is destructive of all know- 
ledge. 
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that they are language which does not touch the 
thing itself. Allowing with regard to composite 
things, that their compouent parts could be enume- 
rated, and that they could in this way be themselves 
explained, with regard to simple ones, he insisted 
all the more strongly that this was impossible. 
Compared these might be with others, but not de- 
fined. Names there might be of them, but not con- 
ceptions of qualities, a correct notion but no know- 
ledge.'! .The characteristic of a thing, however, the 


1 Arist. Metaph. viii. 3; 
1043, b, 23: Score 7 aropla, hy 
of ’Ayricbévero: Kad vi oftws axai- 
Sevror Awdpour, Exes Twa Kaipdy, 
brs ob ori Td Ti Forwv dploacba, 
voy yap Bpov Adyov elvat paxpdy— 
see Metaph. xiv. 3; 1091, a, 7; 
and Schwegler on this pas- 
sage-—-GAAa wotoy péy ti dorw 
évddyera: nal diddta, dowep tp- 
yupoy rl péy éoriy, oF, Sri 8 ofop 
katrlrepos. Sor’ cbcias Fore pov 
hs évdéxeras elya: 3pov nal Adyov, 
oloyv ris cvvOérov, édy re aicOnrh 
édy re vonth 9° e& av F adrn 
xpe@twy otk tory, That this, 
too, belongs to the description 
of the teaching of Antisthenes, 
appears from Plato, Theetet. 
201, E., and is wrongly denied 
by Brandis, ii. b, 503; the ex- 
pressions are indeed Aristo- 
telian. Alexander, on the pas- 
sage, explains it more fully, 
but without adding anything 
fresh. That this view was not 
first put forward by the dis- 
ciples of Antisthenes, appears 
from Plato’s Thextet. 201, E.: 
dy yap ad eSdxouy daxotvew rivay 
Sri 7a ply wp@ra Gowepel oroXeia, 
e& Gy hes te ovyxelueda kal 


TaAAa, Adyov od Exo1. ard yap 
Kad’ adtd Exacroy dvopdoa pdvoy 
ely, mpocemweiy 8 ovdty tAAo 
Suvardy, ob8’ ds Eariy oF8 ds ovK 
Zorw ... . ewel ovde rd avrd 
ovde 7d exetvo obdt 1d Exacroy 
ot8e +d pdvov xpococréoy, ovd’ 
BAAa WOAAa TOIAUTA’ TadTA per 
yap wepitpéxovra nact mpoopépe- 
oat, €repa Svta éxelywy ols xpoori- 
Gera:. Seiy St, elwep Hv Suvardy 
avTd AdyerOar Kal elxev osnetoy 
abrod Adyov, &vev tay bAAwy 
axdyray AéyerOu. viv Bt advva- 
Tov elvyat dtioty Tav «rpéTev 
pnOjrvas Adyp * ob yap elvas abty 
GAN’ F dvoudleoOa udvory’ Svopa 
yap pdvov txew Ta 8t €x ToUTwY 
Hin ocuvynelpeva, Sowep abta wéx- 
Aexrat, ofrw xa ra dvduara abtaoy 
CupwArAakévra Adyov ‘yeyovévas - 
dvoudrwry yap cuuwAoKhy elvat 
Adyou ovclay, And 201, C: gn 
de thy wey pera Adyor Sdéavy &ANdF 


émorhuny elvat, rhy St &Aoyor' 


éxrds émorhuns’ nal dy ply py 
€ort Adyos, ovx emiornra elvat, 
oitwot Kal dvondtwy, & 8 Exe, 
émornrd. This whole descrip- 
tion agrees with what has been 
quoted from Aristotle so en- 
tirely, trait for trait, that we 
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name which can never be defined, the conception of 


_ the subject which is borrowed from nothing else, and 


therefore can never be a predicate, consists only in 
its propername. By this it is known when it can be 
explained by nothing else. All that is real is strictly 
individual. General conceptions do not express the 
nature of things, but they express men’s thoughts 
about them. Plato having derived from the Socratic 
demand for a knowledge of conceptions a system of 


othe most decided Realism, Antisthenes derives there- 


from a Nominalism quite as decided. General con- 


ceptions are only fictions 


cannot possibly refer it to any 
one else but Antisthenes. It 
is all the more remarkable 
that Plato repeatedly (201, C. ; 
202, C.) affirms the truth of his 
description. In modern times, 
Schleiermacher, Pl. W. ii. 1 and 
184, was the first to recognise 
the reference to Antisthenes. 
His opinion is shared by Bran- 
dis, Gr.-Rom. Phil. ii. a, 202, f ; 
Susemihi, Genet. Entw. d. Plat. 
Phil. i. 200; Schwegler and 
Bonitz on Arist., 1. ¢., but con- 
tradicted by Hermann (Plat. 
499, 659) and Stalibaum (De 
Arg. Theetet. ii.f). Steinhart 


. (Plat. W. iii. 16, 204, 20) finds 


that the explanation of know- 
ledge, as here given, corre- 
sponds with the mind of Antis- 
thenes, but refuses notwith- 
standing to deduce it from him. 
Schleiermacher (as Brandis, ii. 
a, 203; Susemihl, pp. 200, 341, 
remark) has not the slightest 
right to think the reference is 
to the Megarians in Thest. 
201, D. What is there stated 


of thought. Horses and 


agrees most fully with the 
statements of Aristotle touch- 
ing Antisthenes, whereas no 
such principle is known of the 
School of Megara. We may, 
therefore, endorse Schleier- 
macher’s conjecture (Pl. W. ii. 
b, 19) that the Cratylus was 
in great part directed against 
Antisthenes — a conjecture 
which appears to harmonise 
with the view that Antisthenes 
was the expounder of Heracli- 
tus. It is opposed by Brandis, 
ii. a, 285, f. Nor yet would 
we venture to attribute to An- 
tisthenes a theory of monads 
connecting it with the theory 
of ideas (Susemihi, i. 202, in 
connection with Hermann, Ges. 
Abh. 240). What we know of 
him does not go beyond the 
principle, that the simple ele- 
ments of things cannot be 
defined; what he understood 
by simple elements may be 
gathered from the example 
quoted from Arist. Metaph. vii. 
3, of the silver and the tin. 
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men are seen, not, however, the conception of a 


horse or a man.! 


From this position he opened a 


campaign against his fellow pupil, with whom he was 
for other reasons not on good terms,’ but his fire was 
met with corresponding spirit. Holding these views 


' Simpl. in Categ. Schol. in 
Arist. 66, b, 45, says: ray dé 
wadaoy of pty dvyjpouv ras xoidTn- 
Tas TEAEWS, Td WoLby TvyXwpobYTeES 
elva: (the terminology of course 
belongs to the Stoics) Scep 
"AyricObdvns, 8s wore TIAdrom 
SiaudicBynrav, ‘& Wadray, en, 
‘ trrov uty dpa, imxdryra 8t obx 
6p@,’ to which Plato gave the 
excellent answer: True, for 
you have the eye with which 
you see a horse, but you are 
deficient in the eye with which 
you see the idea of horse. 
Ibid. 67, b,18; Ibid. 68, b, 26: 
"Avricbévny nal rovs wept abrdy 
Adyorras, &vOpwrov épw dvOpwxd- 
tyra St ox bp%. Quite the 
same, Ibid. 20, 2,a. Diog. vi. 
53, tells the same story of 
Diogenes and Plato, with this 
difference, that he uses rpame- 
(orns and xva@érns instead of 
dvOpexdrns. Ammon. in Porph. 
Isag. 22, b, says: ’Avyrio@évns 
fAeye ta bon nal 7rd efBn ey 
elAais éxwolas elya:, and then 
he mentions dvOpwrérns and 
ixwérns as examples. The same 
language, almost word for 
word, is found in 7Zvzetz. Chil. 
vii. 605, f. Plato is no doubt 
referring to this assertion of 
Antisthenes, when in the Parm. 
132, B., he quotes an objection 
to the theory of ideas, nh tay 
elday Exacroy 7 TobTwy vénpa Kal 
oldanod abre rpoohky eyylyverOa 
BAAN 4 ev Wuxais. 


* The character and position 
in life of the two men was 
widely different. Plato must 
have felt himself as much re- 
pelled by the plebeian roughness 
of a proletarian philosopher 
as <Antisthenes would have 
been annoyed by the refined 
delicacy of Plato. 

* Compare (besides what is 
said, p. 292, 2) Plato, Soph. 251, 
C., and the anecdotes in Diog. 
lii. 35, vi. 7; also the corre- 
sponding ones about Plato and 
Diogenes, which are partially 
fictions, in vi. 25; 40; 54; 58; 
Ablian, V. H. xiv. 33; Theo. 
Progym. p. 205 ; Stodb. Floril. 13, 
37. As to the picked fowl 
story in Diog. 40, compare 
Plato, Polit. 266, B.; Géttling, 
p. 264. For the Cynical attack 
which Antisthenes made on 
Plato in his %d@wy, see Diog. iii. 
35, vi. 16; Athen. v. 220, d, 
xi. 507, a. A trace of Ant’s- 
thenes’ polemic against the 
doctrine of ideas is found in 
the Euthydemus of Plato, 301, 
A. Plato there meets the as- 
sertion of the Sophist that the 
beautiful is only beautiful by 
the presence of beauty, by say- 
ing: édy ody xapayévnral cos 
Bows, Bots ef, xa) Sr: viv eyd cor 
adpet Atovveddapos el; We may 
suppose that Antisthenes really 
made use of the illustration of 
the ox, to which Plato then 
replied by making use of the 
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it is only natural that Antisthenes should have at- 
tached the greatest importance to enquiries respecting 


names.! 


Stopping at names and refusing to allow 


any further utterances respecting things, he in truth 


made all scientific enquiry impossible. 


This fact he 


partially admitted, drawing from his premises the 
conclusion that it is impossible to contradict your- 


self? Taken strictly the 


same illustration in the person 
of Dionysodorus. Steinhart 
(Plato’s Leben, 14, 266) con- 
siders the %d@wy spurious. He 
will not credit Antisthenes 
with such a scurrilous produc- 
tion. 

1 Antisth. in Epict. Diss. i. 
17,12: apxh wadetoews f Tay 
évoudray éxloxeyis. It is a pity 
that we do not know more accu- 
rately the sense and the con- 
nection of this saying. As it 
is, we cannot judge whether it 
required an individual enquiry 
into the most important names, 
or only a general enquiry into 
nature and the meaning of 
names, which the principles 
contained in the above should 
develope. Respecting the 
theory that Antisthenes held 
to the etymologies of Heracli- 
tus, see p. 297, 1. 

2 Arist. Metaph. v. 29; see 
296, 1; Top. i. 11; 104, b, 20: 
ox for aytirdyev, Kaddwep 
épn "Avriodéyns, which Alex. 
(Schol. in Arist. 732, a, 30; 
similarly as the passage in the 
topics, Ibid. 259, b, 13) thus 
explains: gero 8 é ’Ayrio@évns 
exagtoy Tov Syrwv AéyecOa TE 
oixely Ady udvp Kal éva éxdoroy 
Adyoy elvas . . . €& dv Kal ourd- 


inference from these pre- 


yew éxelparo 89: ph tor dyri- 
Aéyew: Tovs wey yap avriAéyorras 
wepl rivos Sidopa Adyew dpelrAecy, 
ph Sbvacba: 3t wept abrov diapd- 
pous Tous Adyous péperOau TE Eva 
Toy oixeioy éxdoroy elvar> Eva yap 
évbs elva: nal roy Aéyorra repli 
avrovd Aéyew udvoy’ Sore ef pev 
wept tou mpdyuaros Tov abrov 
Aéyotey, Ta abrda by Aédyouey 
GAAfAas (els yap & wept évds 
Adyos) Aéyorres St tabra obx dy 
ayriréyoev GAAHAas: |i Be Bia- 
peoovta A€yoey, odkért Ake 
abrods wept rod abrov. Prantl, 
Gesch. d. Log. i. 33, mentions 
later writers, who, however, 
only repeat Aristotle’s sayings. 
In exactly the same way Piato’s 
Dionysodorus (Euthyd. 2865, 
E.) establishes his assertion, 
that it is impossible to contra- 
dict: eloly éxdory rév dvr 
Adyos; Tidy ye. Ovxoty os tor 
éxactov 4 as obk Corw; ‘Os tory. 
Ei yap péurnon, tpn, & Krhourre, 
Kal &prs éwedeltapney pndéva Aéyor- 
Ta ws oux tort. 1d yap wh dy 
obdels epdyvn Adywr. Tidrepov ody 
... avrirdyomey by rod abrov 
mpdyuaros Adyov &updrepot Aé- 
yovres, ) od8rw pev ay dhwou 
rabra Aéyoumsew ; Zuvexadper. "AAA’ 
Srav pndérepos, Epn, rdy ov 
apdyparos Adéyov Aéyn, rére ayri- 
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mises is not only that drawn by Aristotle! that no 
false propositions, but also that no propositions of 
any kind are possible. The doctrine of Antisthenes 
was logically destructive of all knowledge and every 
kind of judgment. 

Not that the Cynics were themselves disposed to 
renounce knowledge in consequence. Four books 
came from the pen of Antisthenes, respecting the 
difference between knowledge and opinion.? Indeed, 
the whole School prided itself in no small degree on 
having advanced beyond the deceptive sphere of 
opinions,® and being in full possession of truth. 


Adyotmev by ;  ofrw ye Td wapd- 
wav ovd by peuvnudvos eln tov 
xpdypuaros obdérepos fuay; Kal 
Touro ouvwpordye, AAA’ &pa, 
Srav éyh Adyw pey Td xparyua, 
ob St obdt Adyers 1d wapdray: 6 
3t wh Adywr TG Aeyoyrs was by 
ayriAéyo:; Plato probably had 
Antisthenes in his eye, although 
this line of argyment had not 
originated with him. Conf. 
Beller, 1. c. i. 905, and Diag. ix. 
53: roy ’AvrioOévous Adyor roy 
wetpdpevov awodexview as odK 
tori dytiAdyev, obros (Prota- 
goras) mp@ros SielAexra: «ard 
gnot TiAdroy éy Ev0udhuy (286, 
c). Here, too, belongs the 
saying of Antisthenes in Stob. 
Flor. 82, 8, that contradiction 
ought never to be used, but 
only persuasion. A madman 
will not be brought to his 
senses by another’s raving. 
Contradiction is madness; for 
he who contradicts, does what 
is in the nature of things impos- 
sible. Of this subject the tdéev 
4 wept rou dvndéyey treated. 


' See p. 296, 1, Procl. in 
Crat. 37: ’Ayricbévns Ercyer ph 
dety ayriddyey’ was yap, dnol, 
Adyos dAnOeder? 6 yap Aéyowr wh 
Aéyes: 6 Bt rh Adywv 7d by Aé€- 
yer: 6 5 7d by Adyar dAnbebe:. 
Conf. Plato, Crat. 429, D. 

2 Tlept Sd&ns nal éexcrrhpns, 
Diog. 17. Doubtless this trea- 
tise contained the explanation 
given p. 253, 1. 

. Ding. 83 says of Monimus: 
obros perv euBpibdoraros éyévero, 
Gore ddtns uty xarappoveiy, xpds 
3 dAnOcay mapopuavy. Menan- 
der, Ibid. says of the same 
Cynic: rd yap dwoAnpbty ridov 
elva: way épn, and Sext. Math. 
viii. 5: Mévuos 6 wbav rigov 
ein@y Td advra, Sep olnois éor) 
Tay obx Byrwy as Syrwy. Conf. 
M. Aurel. wp. éavr. ii. 15: 8 
way brddnps* Sara py yap ra 
mpods Tov KuviKod Moviuov Aeyd- 
eva, On this ground the later 
Sceptics wished to reckon Mo- 
nimus one of themselves, but 
wrongly so. What he says has 
only reference to the worthless- 
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With them, however, knowledge is directed entirely 
to a practical end, that of making men virtuous, and 


happy in being virtuous.! 


As the highest object in 


life the Cynics, herein agreeing with all other moral 


dChappincss> 


philosophers, regardec Happiness being 
in general distinguished from virtue, or, at least, not 


united to virtue, they regard the two as abso- 
lutely identical. Nothing is good but virtue, nothing 
an evil but vice; what is neither the one nor the 


other is for man indifferent.® 


For each thing that 


only can be a good which belongs to it. The only real 


ness of common opinion and 
what it considers a good. In 
Lucian v. Auct. 8, Diogenes 
calls himself a prophet of truth 
and freedom. 

1 See p. 292. 

2 Diog. ii.: abrdpxn rhy dpe- 


‘Thy xpbds eddamoviay, so that 


happiness is the end, and 
Stob. Ecl. 
103, 20, 21. 

® Diog. vi. 104: apéoxe 3 
abrois kal réAos elva: 7d Kar’ 
dperhy (Ay ds ’Ayriobévns pnoly ev 
7T@ ‘Hparde?, duolws trois orecKots. 
Ibid. 105: rd 5t peratd dperis 
nal xanias &3idpopa Acyovow 
dpolws ’Aploran: rG@ Xiw. Dio- 
cles.in Diog. vi. 12 says of An- 
tisthenes: rayala nada 7rd Kaxd 
aiaxpd. Hpiph. Exp. Fid. 1089, 
C: épnoe [Diogenes] 7rd &yaddy 
cicrdy rolxeiov xavr) cope elvat, 
728 BAA wdvra obdty Ff pAvaplas 
bxdpxeyv. Whether the epi- 
gram of Athen. in Diog. vi. 14, 
refers to the Cynics or the 
Stoics is not quite clear. 


*Q oroixdy ulOwy eBhuoves, d 
navdpiore 


Sdéyuara rats lepats évOduevor 
vedio * 
ray &perdy Wuyxas ayabdy pévov’ 
dde yap avdpav 
povva cal Birdy picato Kal 
wonids. 


According to Diogenes it would 
appear as though the Stoic 
doctrine that virtue is the only 
good were therein attributed 
to the Cynics. 

‘ This maxim follows from 
Diog. 12, who states as the 
teaching of Antisthenes: 7é 
wovnph véule xdyra fkevind. 
Compare Plato, Symp. 205, H.: 


ob yap 7rd éaurdy, ova: Exacrat 


domd(ovra, ef uh ef ris 7d pey 
dryaddy olxetov Kadot kat éavrod, 7d. 
St xaxdby &AAdrpioy. In the 
Charm. 163, C. Critias says, 
only the useful and good is 
oixetov. Although Antisthenes 
is not here mentioned by name, 
yet the passage in Diogenes 
makes it probable that the 
antithesis of &ya@by and olxetoy 
belongs to him, even if he was 
not the first to introduce it. 
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thing which belongs to man is mind.! 


Everything 


else is a matter of chance. Only in his mental and 


moral powers is he independent. 


Intelligence and 


virtue constitute the only armour from which all the 
attacks of fortune recoil ;? that man only is free who 
is the servant of no external ties and no desires for 


things without.? 


Thus man requires nothing to make him happy 


but virtue.‘ All else he 
order to content himself 


1 Compare p. 293, 6; Xen. 
Symp. 4, 34, puts words to the 
same effect in the mouth of 
Antisthenes: vopl(w, &d &vdpes, 
rovs GvOpémrous obx év TE olky 
Tov wrobrov nal rhy wevlay Exery, 
GAA’ éy ras Wuxais’ this is then 
further expanded ; and Epictet. 
Diss. iii. 24, 68, makes Diogenes 
say of Antisthenes: e8(8até ue 
va éuda nal ra obx eud> Kriots 
obx éuh: cuvyyevets, olxetot, pido, 
ohn, cuvh0as, téro, SiarpiPh, 
axdyra taira Sri adAdtpia. ody 
ody wh; Xpiots payraci@y. Tad- 
rnv eee wor Sri dxddAvroy txa, 
dvavdyxacroy, «.7.A. We have, 
however, certainly not got the 
very words of Diogenes or 
Antisthenes. 

2 Diog. 12 (teaching of An- 


tisthenes): dyvapalperoy Srroy 
dperh ... retxos dopadéoraroy 


opdvnoww’ phre yap xarapseiy 
‘phre xpodldoc0a, The same is 
a little differently expressed 
by Epiph. Exp. Fid.- 1089, C. 
Diog. 63 says of Diogenes: 
dparnbels rl abrg wepryéyovey ex 
pirocoplas, tpn: ef xal undev BAAo, 
‘7d your xpos wacay Ttbxnv wape- 
oxetacGai—and 105: dpéoxes ad- 


may learn to despise, in 
with virtue alone.5 For 


Tos Toxn undty eéxirpéxev. Stob. 
EKl. ii. 348: Avoyévns tpn dpGv 
Thy Tbxny dvopmcay abr@ Kal Aé- 
youcay: fovroy 8 ob BS8tvana 
Bardew xiva Avoonriipa. (The 
same verse is applied by David, 
Schol. in Arist. 23, to Antis- 
thenes.) Conf. Stob. Floril. 
108, 71. 

* This is what Diogenes 
says of himself in ; 
Diss. iii. 24, 67: @& od p’ ’Av- 
Ticdévns hrevOépworer, obnér: e3ob- 
Aevoa, and he also asserts in 
Diog. 71 that he led the life of 
a Hercules, pndty ercvdeplas 
wpoxplyavy, Crates in Clem. 
Strom. ii. 413, A. (Theod. Cur. 


‘Gr. Aff. xii. 49, p. 172) praises 


the Cynics: 
Heovy avdpawc8dde: adovAwrur 
Kat wrt 
a@dvaroy Bacirelay eAcuBeplax 
T dyaxdouw, 
and he exhorts his Hipparchia 
rtevde xpdre yuyis Hber a&yad- 
Aowévn, 
otf bxd xpvolav Sovdoupéyn 
000’ bx’ épdray Ontixdbwy. 


* See note 2. 
®* See Diog. 105: apéoxea 8 
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what is wealth without virtue? A prey for flatterers 
and venal menials, a temptation for avarice, this root 
of all evil, a fountain of untold crimes and deeds of 
shame, a possession for ants and dung-beetles, a thing 
bringing neither glory nor enjoyment.' Indeed what 
else can wealth be, if it be true that wealth and virtue 
can never dwell together,? the Cynic’s beggar-life 
being the only straight way to wisdom?*® What are 
honour and shame? The talk of fools, about which 
no child of reason will trouble himself? For in truth 
facts are the very opposite of what we think. Honour 
amongst men is an evil. To be despised by them is 
a good, since it keeps us back from vain attempts. 


Glory only falls to his lot, 


abrots wal Aita@s Biovy, wAodbrou 
xal Séins wal etryevelas Katadpo- 
vovot. Diog. 24. pict. Diss. 
i, 24, 6. 

1 Antisth. in Stob. Floril. i. 
30; 10, 42; Xen. Sym. 4, 35; 
Diog. in Diog. 47; 50; 60; 
Galen. Exhort. c. 7, i. 10, K. 
Metrocles in Diog. 95; Crates 
in Stob. 97, 27; 15, 10; the 
same in Julian, Or. vi. 199, D. 

2 Stob. Floril. 93, 35: Aroyé- 
wns trAeye, phre évy wéAe wAovala 
uhre ev oixlg dperhy oixciy Sbva- 
70a. Crates therefore disposed 
of his property, and is said to 
have settled that it should 
only be restored to his children 
when they ceased to be philo- 
sophers (Diog. 88, on the autho- 
rity of Demetrius Magnes). 
Unfortunately, however, Crates 
can at that time have neither 
had a wife nor children. 

8 Diog. 104; Diog. in Stob. 
Floril. 95, 11; 19. See Lucian 


who seeks it not. What 


V. Auct. 11; Crates in Epiph. 
Exp. Fid. 1089, C.: éAevdepias 
elvas thy dxrnuoodbynp. 

* Epict. Diss. i. 24, 6: (Av- 
yérns) Aéye:, See ebdotla (Winck- 
elmann, p. 47, suggests dédotia, 
which certainly might be ex- 
pected from what preceded) 
Ydpos dort pavoudvov dvOpdrwr. 
Diog. 11 says of Antisth.: rhy 
7 Gdotlay dyabby Kal ioov rE 
xévy, and 72: ebyevelas 58 Kal 
Sdtas nal ra Toiatra xdyta dié- 
wae (Diogenes), xpoxoophuara 
waxlas elva: Aéywy. In 41 he 
speaks of Sdins éfav0fpara. In 
92: reve 8t (Crates) péxpe Tov- 
Sov Seivy pidogopeivy, péxpr dy 
Sdtwow of orparnyol elva: dvn- 
Adra:. Compare also 93. Dowo- 
pater in Aphthon. c. 2, Rhet. 
Gr. i. 192, says that Diogenes, 
in answer to the question, How 
is honour to be gained? re- 
plied ‘By not troubling your- 
self at all about honour.’ 
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is death? Clearly not an evil. For only what is bad! 
is an evil: and death we do not experience to be an 
evil, since we have no further experience when we are 
dead.? All these things are then only empty fancies,? 
nothing more. Wisdom consists in holding one’s 
thoughts free from them.‘ The most worthless and 
the most harmful thing is—what men most covet— 
pleasure. Pleasure the Cynics not only deny to be 
a good,* but they declare it to be the greatest evil; 
and a saying is preserved of Antisthenes, that he 
would rather be mad than pleased. Where the desire 
of pleasure becomes unbridled passion, as in love, 


1 Epict.l.c.: Aye, re 4 Odva- 
Tos oux gore Kaxdy, obdt yap ai- 
oxpév. Seep. 302, 3. 

* Diogenes in JDiog. 68. 
Conf. Cic. Tusc. i. 43, 104. 
Evidently the Cynic here is 
not thinking of immortality, 
nor does it follow from the re- 
mark of Antisthenes on Il. xxiii. 
15 (Schol. Venet. in Winckel- 
mann, p. 28) to the effect that 
the souls have the same forms 
as their bodies. 

® Or as the Cynics techni- 
cally call it, mere smoke, 
Tipos, See Miog, 26, 83, 86, 
and p. 301, 3. 

4 Clemens. Strom. ii. 417, B. 
(Theod. Cur, Gr. Aff. xi. 8, p. 
152): AvrioOéens pty thy arv- 
play (réros aréppver). 

* As Crates—probably the 
Cynic—proves in Zeles. in Stob. 
Floril. 98, 72 by the considera- 
tion, that the human life from 
beginning to end brings far 
more unhappiness than plea- 
sure; if therefore the #Aecowd- 


(ovo jdoval were the measure 
of happiness, a happy man 
could not be found. 

§ Diog. vi. 3: freyé te cuve- 
xés> pavelny padrov A jobelny. 
Ib. ix. 101. Conf, Sext, Math, 
xi. 741: [% H8ovh SotdCeras] 
xaxoy bn’ ’Ayria@évous, The same 
in Gell. ix. 5, 3; Clemens. Stro- 
mat. ii. 412, D.; Hus. Pr. Ev, 
xv. 13, 7 (Theod. Cur. Gr. Aff. 
xii. 47, p. 172). Conf. Diog. vi. 
8, 14, and p. 258, 4. Plato is 
no doubt referring to this 
Cynical dictum, Phileb. 44, C.: 
Alay peuonkdtwv thy ris Hdorhs 
Stvauiy Kal vevoundrww oddey 
byits, Gore nal abrd rovro airs 
7) éraywydy yohreuna obx Hdovhy 
elya:, and Arist. Eth. x. 1, 1172, 
a, 27: of nev yap réyabby fdorvhy 
Aéyouow, of 8 é evavrias xopidii 
gaidrov. Ib, vii. 12, 1152, b, 8: 
Tots pey oty Sone? ovdeula Fdovh 
elva: dyabdy ofre nad’ abrd otte 
kata oupBeBnnds* ob yap elvas 
Tavroy &yaldy Kal i8ovhy, Com- 
pare p. 296. 
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where man lowers himself to be the slave of his de- 


_ sires, there no means can be too violent to eradicate 


it! Conversely, what most men fear, labour and 
toil, are good, because they only bring man to that 
state, in which he can be independent.? Hercules? 
is therefore the patron-saint and pattern for the 
Cynic,‘ no one else having fought his way through so 
arduous and toilsome a life for the good of mankind, 
with so much courage and vigour. In support of this 
view, Antisthenes appears to have argued that plea- 


sure is nothing but the pause after pain.° 


1 Clemens, 1. c. 406, C.: eya 
8t awodéxopa: roy 'Avricbévny, 
thy 'Adpodirny, Adyoyra, Kby 
xararotevcaut, ef AdBoyuw’ Sri 
WoAAds fpayv Kadds nal adyabds 
yuvaikas BiépOeipey, téy re Epwra 
naxlay gnot picews’ Fs Hrrous 
Byres of xaxedalnoves Oedy Thy 
yécov xadovow. Cratesin Diog. 
vi. 86 (Clemens. Strom. ii. 
412, D.; Theod. 1. c. xii. 49; 
Julian, Or. vi. 198, D.): 


tpwra wate: Amsds, ef St ph, 


xpévos° 
ddy 8t todos uh Sdyn xpho Oa, 
Bpsxos. 
On the same subject compare 
also Diog. vi. 38; 51; 67; Stod. 
Floril. 64, 1; 6, 2; 18, 27; 
Diog. 66: rods pey oixéras tpn 
Trois deandrais. rots 5¢ patdous 
vais éwtOuulas Souvdete, See p. 
303, 3. 

2 Diog. vi. 2, says of Anti- 
sthenes: xal 8r: 5 wévos dyafby 
ouvéorynoe 5:10, TOU peydAou ‘Hpa- 
wAéous Kal rou Képov. Diogenes 
says in Exc. e Floril. Jo. 
Damasc. ii. 13, 87 (Stod. Floril. 
ed. Mein. iv. 200) that boys, 


On this 


if they are to come to any 
good, ought to be educated by 
abstemiousness, as early as they 
are susceptible of culture. 

* Who had also a temple 
near Cynosarges. 

‘ Antisthenes speaks of two 
Herculeses, Diog. 2, 18. Winc- 
kelmann, p. 15. Diogenes says 
of himself in Diog. 71: roy 
abrdy xapaxripa tov Blov dietd- 
yey S8vrep nal ‘Hpaxdjjs, under 
érevOeplas xpoxplyav. Therefore 
Fus. Pr. Ev. xv. 18, 7, calls 
Antisthenes ‘HpaxAcwruds tis 
avip 7d dpéynpa; and in } 
V. Auct. 8, Diogenes replies to 
the query as to whom he was 
imitating : rdv ‘Hpaxdéa, at the 
same time showing his stick 
for a club, and his philosopher’s 
cloak for a lion’s skin, with 
the addition, which probably 
comes from a Cynic writing: 
orparevoua: 5¢ Sowep éxeivos éxl 
mas HSovds ... exxabapa dy 
Blov xpoaipotpevos, .. . edrcvbe- 
pers eins Tay dvOpérev Kal lorpds 
tev xafev. See Dens. Cyn. 13, 
Julian, Or. vi. 187, C. 

5 Plato, Phileb. 44, B, (Conf, 
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‘supposition it will appear absurd to pursue pleasure ; 
which can only be attained by having previously ex- 
perienced a corresponding amount of pain. 

From this rigid development of their principles 
to which Antisthenes had been brought, partly by 
his own natural temperament,' partly from regard to 


51, A.; Rep. ix. 583, B.) speaks 
of people, as udAa dewods Acyo- 
_pévous Ta wept pio, of rorapd- 
way fjdovas oF pacw elya, for 
they maintain Avmav ratras 
elvac wmdoas dmopuyds &s viv of 
-wep blrnBov jdovas erovoudov- 
ow. This passage refers with- 
out doubt to Antisthenes. 
Wendt (Phil. Cyren. 17, 1) 
applies it to philosophers who 
‘declare freedom from pain to 
be the highest good. Grote, 
Plato, ii. 609, thinks of the 
Pythagoreans, from whom he 
imagines Speusippus derived 
his theory of pleasure. 
no philosophers of Plato’s age 
-are known to us who made 
freedom from pain the highest 
good, As to the Pythagoreans, 
we know of their asceticism, 
but no ethical theory of theirs 
is known to us thoroughly 
rejecting pleasure. On the 
other hand we know that Anti- 
sthenes did reject pleasure. 
The probability is, therefore, 
that Plato in writing this pas- 
sage had Antisthenes in his 
eye. That the expression 
Sevol ra rep) pdorv is no obstacle 
to this View, has been already 
indicated, p. 294, 4; the ex- 
pression not referring to phy- 
sical research, but to the prac- 
tical enquiry as to what is con- 
formable to nature, to which 
Antisthenes wanted to go back 


Only 


without including pleasure 
thereunder. If the further 
objection is raised, that the 
opponents of pleasure here 
referred to, hate (according to 
Phil. 46, A) ras trav doyxnudvey 
jdovas, whereas the Cynics al- 
lowed no difference between 
things seemly and unseemly, 
this rests on a misapprehen- 
sion; for the #80va) ray dox7n- 
éywy are, as the context 
shows, condemned by the op- 
ponents of pleasure, not because 
of their unseemliness, but be- 
cause they are always combined 
with unhappiness. Nor can we 
assert that Plato would not 
have spoken of Antisthenes 
with so much consideration as 
he here does (44, C.). If he 
at one time of life replied to 
his sallies with appropriate 
severity (see p. 292, 2; 299, 3), 
it does not follow that after the 
lapse of years, and in respect 
of a question on which their 
views more nearly approxi- 
mated, he could not express 
himself more gently and ap- 
preciatingly. Yet even here 
he will not allow to him the 
properly scientific capacity, the 
réxyn. 

1 Plato, 1. c. continues: rot- 
Trois oty jpas mwérepa welOecOar 
oupBovacdvers, } was, & Sdupares ; 
—ObxK, GAN’ Sowep pdvrect mpoo- 
xprobal rin, parrcux.évos od 


x2 


THE SOCRATIC SCHOOLS. 


it as a means of education,! the Cynics, however, so 


_ far departed, as to recognise a certain kind of pleasure 


to be legitimate. Pleasure which is not followed by 
remorse,? or more accurately, pleasure resulting from 
labour and effort,’ is said to have been called a good, 
even by Antisthenes. In Stobzeus,* Diogenes recom--. 
mends justice as the most useful and at the same time 
as the most pleasant thing, because it alone affords 
peace of mind, protects from trouble and sickness, 
and even secures bodily enjoyments. He also asserts,” 
that happiness consists in that true joy which can 
only be obtained by an unruffled cheerfulness of mind. 
Moreover, the Cynics when wishing to set forth the 
advantages of their philosophy, did not fail to follow 
in the steps of Socrates, by asserting that life with 
them was far more pleasant and independent than 
with other men, that their abstemiousness gave the: 
right flavour to, enjoyment, and that mental delights. 


TéxYN, GAAG Time BuaXepela pu- 
cews ovk ayevvois, Alay, K.7T.A. 


‘ See p. 305, 6. 


1 Arist, Eth. x. 1: Some 
hold pleasure to be altogether 
a mistake: of péy lows weresc- 
pévos ofrew Kal exe, of 5é oldpevor 
BeArioy elvas apbs roy Blov nuay 
axopalye rhy 7Sovhy Tay pav- 
Awy, Kalel ph dorly: péwey yap 
Tous wodAobs wpds abrhy Kal Sov- 
Aevery Tass Hdovats, 5d Sely eis 
tovvaytioy tyew> éAdeiv yap dy 
odtws én) Tb pégov. Diog. vi. 35: 
pipetoOa, Ereye (Atoyévys) Tovs 
XopodidacrkaAous * kal yap éxelyous 
dep révoy évdiddva: €vexa Tod Tovs 
Aawovs &pacbas rov mpoohkovros 
aédvou. 


* Athen, xil. 518, a: ’Avri- 
aGérvns St thy Hdovny ayabby elvar 
pdoxwy, mpooence Thy duerati- 
Anroy, but we require to know 
the context in which Antis- 
thenes uttered this. 

$ Antisth. in Stob. Flor. 29, 
65: HSovas Tas pera rods wévous 
Siweréoy, GAN odxl Tas xpd TaY- 
adver, 

* Floril. 9, 49; 24, 14, where 
probably the Cynic Diogenes. 
is alluded to. It is, however,a 
question whether the words. 
are taken from a _ genuine 
writing of his. 

5 Ibid. 103, 20; 21. 
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afforded a far higher pleasure than sensual ones.! 
Still all that this language proves is, that their theory 


was imperfectly developed, and that their mode of . 


expression was inaccurate, their meaning being that 
pleasure as such ought in no case to be an end,? and 
that when it is anything more than a natural conse- 


1 Thus in Yen. Symp. 4, 34, 
where the description appears 
on the whole to be true, Anti- 
sthenes demonstrates that in 
his poverty he was the happiest 
of men. Food, drink, and 
sleep he enjoyed; _ better 
clothes he did not need; and 
from all these things he had 
more enjoyment than he liked ; 
so little did he need that he 
was never embarrassed to think 
how he should find support ; he 
had plenty of leisure to asso- 
ciate with Socrates, and if he 
wanted a pleasant day, there 
was no need to purchase the 
requisite materials in the mar- 
ket, but he had them ready in 
the soul. Diogenes in Diog. 
71, speaks in a similar strain 
(not to mention Dio Chrys. Qr. 
vi. 12; 33) ; he who has learned 
to despise pleasure, finds there- 
in his highest pleasure ; and in 
Plut, De Exil. 12, p. 605, he 
congratulates himself on not 
having, like Aristotle, to wait 
for Philip for breakfast; or 
like Callisthenes for Alexander 
(Diog. 45): to the virtuous man 
according to Diogenes (Plut. 
Tranq. An. 20, p. 477) every day 
is a festival. In like manner 
Piut. Tranquil. An. 4, says that 
Crates passed his life in jesting 
and joking, like one perpetual 
festival; and Metrocles (in 


Plutarch, An. Vitios. ad Infelic. 
3, p. 499), like Diogenes (in 
Lncian, V. Auct. 9), blesses him- 
self for being happier than 
the Persian king. See Diog. 
44, 78. 

2 As Ritter, ii. 121, has re- 
marked, the difference between 
the teaching of Antisthenes 
and that of Aristippus might 
be thus expressed: Aristippus 
considered the result of the 
emotion of the soul to be the 
good ; Antisthenes considered 


“the emotion itself to be the 


end, and the value of the 
action to consist in the doing 
of it. Ritter, however, asks 
with justice whether Anti- 
sthenes ever went back so far 
as this, since it is never dis- 
tinctly imputed to him. And 
in the same way it will be 
found that Aristippus never 
regarded pleasure as a state of 
rest, but as a state of motion 
for the soul. The contrary is 
not established by what Her- 
mann, Ges. Abh. 237, f. al- 
leges. Hermann proves, it is 
true, that Antisthenes con- 
sidered the good to be virtu- 
ous activity, and that Aristip- 
pus took it to be pleasure, but 
he does not prove that Anti- 
sthenes and Aristippus spoke 
in explicit terms of the rest 
and the motion of the soul. 
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quence of action and of satisfying essential wants, it 
is a thing to be avoided. 

From these considerations followed the conclusion,. 
that everything else excepting virtue and vice is in- 
different for us, and that we in turn ought to be 
indifferent thereto. Only those who soar above 
poverty and wealth, shame and honour, ease and 
fatigue, life and death, and who are prepared to 
submit to any work and state in life, who fear no- 
one, troubling themselves about nothing—only such 
as these offer no exposed places to fortune, and can 
therefore be free and happy.! 

As yet, here are only the negative conditions of 
happiness. What is the positive side corresponding 
thereto? Virtue alone bringing happiness, and the 
goods of the soul being alone worth possessing, in 
what does virtue consist? Virtue, replies Antis- 
thenes, herein following Socrates and Euclid, consists. 
in wisdom or prudence;? and Reason is the only 


' Diog. in Stob. Floril. 86, 
19 (89, 4), says the noblest 
men are 0i karappovovyres wAov- 
rou Sdins doris Cwijs, rev de 
evavtiwy Swepdyw dyres, wevlas 
adotlas wdévou Oavdrov, Diog. 
29 says of the same: émwjve 
Tous pméAAoyTas -yapety Kal ph 
yapeiv, kat Tovs péAAOvTas KaTa- 
WAciy kal ph KararAeiy, xa tovs 
péAAovras wodsredecOar Kat ph 
woartever@at, Kal robs wadoTpo- 
peiy kal uh wadorpopeiv, kal Tos 
Napagkevalouevous oupBiovy Tors 
Suvdoras «al ph wpooidyras. 
Crates, Ibid. 86, says that 
what he had gained by philo- 


sophy was @dpuwy re xotmt Kat 
To pndevds péAev, Antis. in 
Stob. Floril. 8, 14: 8ors 5é 
Erépous Sé50ixe SovAos dy AEANPev 
éaurév. Diogenes in Diog. 75: 
SovAov 1rd oBetcOu. See pp.. 
302, 2; 303, 2and 3; 305, 4. 

2 This follows from Diog, 
13: wretxos aopadéoraroy opd- 
vnow... telyn KaracKevaoréov 
éy Trois avray dvadmTos Aoyi- 
apois, if we connect with it his. 
maxims about the oneness and. 
the teachableness of virtue,. 
and his doctrine of the wise 
man. 


CYNIC VIRTUE. 


thing which gives a value to life. Hence, as his 
teacher had done before him, he concludes that virtue 
is one and indivisible,? that the same moral problem 
is presented to every class of men,’ and that virtue 
is the result of teaching.* He further maintains that 
virtue is an inalienable possession; for what is once 
known can never be forgotten.» He thus bridges 
over a gulf® in the teaching of Socrates by a system 
in which Sophistical views’ contributed no less than 
practical interests to make virtue in itself indepen- 
dent of everything external.2 Wherein, however, 


1 Compare the saying attri- «e® amrdytwy éorw HAA Se 


buted to Antisthenes in Plut. 
Sto. Rep. 14, 7, p. 1040, and to 
Diogenes in Diog. 24: eis rov 
Blov wapecxevd(ecOan Seiv Ad-yor 7} 
Bpéxov. Also Diog. 3. 

2 Schol. Lips. on Hi. O. 123 
(Winckelmann, p. 28): *Avti- 
abévns pnoly, ds ef ri mpdrres 6 
aopds Kara wacav laperhy évepyei. 

3 Diog. 12 according to Dio- 
cles: dvSpds wa yuvainds 7 abr) 
dperh. 

4 Diog.10: &anrhy dredelxvve 
(Avriobévns) ry aperqy. 105: 
apéoxe: 8 abrots Kal thy dperhy 
Rdacthy elvat, nabd& onoly ’Ayri- 
aOévns éy r@ ‘Hpakdei, kal dva- 
xéBAnroy srdpxev. Without 
doubt the reference in Jsocr. 
Hel. i. 1 is also to Antisthenes. 
Isocrates quotes the passages 
just given, with the sentence 
of Antisthenes which was dis- 
cussed p. 300, 2,added: xara- 
yeynpdeacw of pey od pdoxorrtes 
oldv 7’ elvas Wevd5 Aé€yew ovd 
dyrirdyev. ... of 3 Sreficvres 
@s avSpla xat copla at Sincasoodvy 
ravréy dort Kal pice pméy ovdty 
ab’ray Exopnev, pla 8 émiorhun 


wept Tas Epidas SiarplBovet k.7.A. 
The expression of pev,... of 
5¢ does not prove that the first 
of these statements belongs to 
a different school from that 
to which the second belongs. 

5 Diog. 12: d&vapalperov 8rXov 
i &perh. Xen. Mem. i. 2, 19: 
tows odv etrotev by woAAol TeV 
gackdytwy gpidrocoderv, 8ri odk 
ty wore 6 Slxatos &dikos yévolTo, 
ovde bd cdd¢pwy bBpiorhs, obdt HAA 
oddty, Gy uddnols éoriw, 6 wadov 
dveriorhuwy ky more yévotro. 

6° The maxim that prudence 
is insuperable. See p. 142, 3. 

7 The maxim that you cannot 
forget what you know is only 
the converse: of the Sophistic 
maxim that you cannot learn 
what you do not know. 

§ It is only independent of 
external circumstances, when 
it cannot be lost : for since the 
wise and virtuous man will 
never, as long as he continues 
wise and virtuous, forego his 
wisdom and virtue, and since, 
according to the teaching of 
Socrates, no one intentionally 
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true prudence consisted the Cynics could not say 
more precisely. If it were described as knowledge 
concerning the good,! this, as Plato justly observed,? 
was simply a tautology. If, on the contrary, it were 
said to consist in unlearning what is bad,* neither 
does this negative expression lead a single step 
further. So much only is clear, that the prudence of 
Antisthenes and his School invariably coincides with 
a right state of will, of firmness, of self-control and 
of uprightness,* thus bringing us back to the 
Socratic doctrine of the oneness of virtue and know- 
ledge. | Hence by learning virtue, they understood 
moral exercise rather than intellectual research.® 
They would not have recognised the Platonic and 
Aristotelian distinction between a conventional and 
a philosophical, an ethical and an intellectual virtue ; 


does wrong, it follows that &n, 7rd xaxd a&wouabety. The 


knowledge can only be taken 
away by a cause foreign to the 
will of the individual. 

1 Plato, Rep. vi. 505, B.: 
AAG phy rd5e ye olaOa, Sri rots 
pey KoAAGts HBovh Bonet elvyar rd 
&yabbdy, rots 5t konporépas ppdyn- 
ois... . Kal Sr: ye, & olre, of 
Touro nyoumevor obk Exovar Seika 
Hris ppdynats, GAd’ dvayndCovra 
Terevt@vTes THY Tov dyaboU 
gdvat, If the Cynics are not 
here exclusively meant, the 
passage at any rate refers to 
them. 
oF Lees 

® Diog. 8, according to Pha- 
nias : (Avticbévns) épwrndels rd 
rou... Th Foi@y KaAds Kayabds 
%corro, tpn’ ef Ta and & Exes 
Sri peunrd dort pdbors wapa Tay 
eiddrwv. Ibid. 7: épwrnbels zh 
Tov pabnudroy dvaryxadraror, 


same is found in Exc. e Floril. 
Joan. Damase. ii. 13, 34 (Stobd. 
Floril. ed. Mein. iv. 193). 

* Compare pp. 292, 1; 303, 2 
and 3. 

§ Here it may suffice to call 
to mind what has been said p. 
292, 1, and what Diogenes in 
Diog. 70 says: &irrnv 8 Breve 
elvas Thy tonnow, Thy pev puxe- 
hy, thy 5¢ coparihy’ rabrny 
... (the text here appears 
faulty) xa hy ev yupvaclg cuve- 
xets [ouvexet]? yiwdpevar [ai] 
gayragla ebrvolay wpds Tra THs 
&perijs Epya wapéxovra: elvas 3” 
arery thy érépay xwpls rijs érépas 

. . wmaperiero Bt rexuhpia Tov 
pgdlws awd ris yuuvaclas ev ri 
dpery xaraylvecOa: (to be at 
home in); forin every art prac-. 
tice makes perfect; 71: obdéy ye 
phy Ereye Th wapdray dy rE Bley 
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and in answer to Meno’s' question, whether virtue 
was produced by exercise or instruction, they would 
have replied, that practice was the best instruction. 
He who has attained to virtue by the help of the 
Cynic teaching, is a wise man. Everyone else is 
lacking in wisdom. To tell the advantages of the 
one, and the misery of the other, no words are too 
strong for the Cynics. The wise man never suffers 
want, for all things are his. He is at home every- 
‘where, and can accommodate himself to any circum- 
stances. Faultless and love-inspiring, fortune cannot 
touch him.? An image of the divinity, he lives with 
the Gods. His whole life is a festival, and the Gods, 
whose friend he is, bestow on him everything.? The 
reverse is the case with the great bulk of mankind. 
Most of them are mentally crippled, slaves of fancy, 
‘severed only by a finger’s breadth from madness. 
To find a real man, you must look for him with a 


lantern in broad daylight. 


xewpls doxjoews KaTropBovcba, du- 
vathy 8t rabrny way éxvixjoa. 

1 Plato, Meno, init. 

2 Diog. 11: abrdpen 7’ elvas 
Toy godéy’ wdvTa yap abrod 
eva ra trav tadrwy. Ibid. 12 
(according to Diocles): t@ 
opp kévoy obdty ov8 &ropor. 
Gksépaaros 6 dyads, Ibid. 105: 
ahlcaethe Te Toy dopdy kal ava- 
paprnrov Kal plrov r¢ dpolw, roxn 
Te pndty émrpérew. See p. 303, 


‘2. The passage in Arist. Eth.. 


N. vii. 14, 1053, b, 19, probably 
also refers to the Cynics: of 5¢ 
vTov rpoAi(éuevoy Kal roy 8ucrv- 
xtas peydAos wepinlarovra eb- 
BSaluova pdoxoyres elva, day F 


Misery and stupidity are 


dyalds, 7 éxdyres F txovres obdty 
Aéyovorr, Yet Diogenes (in 
Diog. 89) allows that no one is 
perfectly free from faults. 

8 Diogenes, in Diog. 51: rovs 
&yabobs tvdpas Geay eixdvas elvat. 
Ibid. 37, 72: trav Oeay éore 
wdyTa’ liao 8é of cool rots 
Geots* Kowa 5& Ta TeV oHlrwy. 
advr tipa eorl ray sopar, 
Diog. in Plut. Tran. An. 20: 
dyhp dyudds ob waioay tuepay 
éopthy jyeira; Exc. e Floril. 
Joan. Damasc. ii. 13, 76 :’Ayvi- 
obdyns épwrnfels id rivos rl di- 
Sdfe: roy uiby, elrmev’ ef yey Oeots 
pddrArAe oupBiody, pirdcopor, ei Se 
avOpérots, phropa. | 
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the universal fate of mortals.! Accordingly all man- 
kind are divided into two classes. Innumerable fools. 
stand opposite to a small number of wise men. 
Only a very few are happy through prudence and 
virtue. All the rest live in misfortune and folly, 
only the fewest of all being aware of their deplorable 
state. 

Following out these principles, the Cynics con-- 
ceived it to be their special mission to set an example 
themselves of strict morality, of abstemiousness, of 
the independence of the wise man, and also to exercise 
a beneficial and strengthening influence on others. 
To this mission they devoted themselves with extra-. 
ordinary self-denial, not, however, without falling 
into such extravagances and absurdities, such offensive 
coarseness, utter shamelessness, overbearing self-con- 
ceit, and empty boasting, that it is hard to say 
whether their strength of mind rather calls for ad-- 
miration, or their eccentricities for ridicule; and 


1 Diog. 33: évarhpous fAreye 
(Atoyévns) ob robs Kwots Kal 
tTuprots, GAAA tols un Exovras 


had found nowhere, but boys 
he had found in Lacedzemon. 
Ibid. 41; the story of Diogenes 


whpav. Ibid. 35: rots mAcl- 
arous tAeye wapd SdxrvAov palve- 
o6ci. Compare what has been 
said of Socrates p. 121, 2, Lbid. 
47: rous phropas kal wdvras robs 
évdutoAoyotvras tpicavOpdmous &- 
mexdrdee avtl tod tpioabAlous. 
Ibid, 71: Instead of becoming 
happy by practice of virtue, 
men mapa thy tvoway Kxakodapo- 
youot, Ibid. 33: mpos roy 
eindyra T1t0ia wind &rdpas, eyo 
Bev ov, elrev, tydpas, od 3 dy- 
Spdrofa, bid. 27: men he 


with his lantern. JZbid. 863. 
verses of Crates on the stupi- 
dity of mankind. Compare 
also Stod. Floril. 4, 52. Dio- 
genes in Exc. e Floril. Joan.. 
Damasc. ii. 13, 75, says that 
the vilest thing upon earth is a 
man without culture. Hither 
Diogenes or Philiscus asserts in 
Stob. Flor. 22, 41 (Conf. Diog.. 
vi. 80): 6 rigos dowep wohy ov 
G€Ae: [rots woAAobs] &yer. Com- 
pare p, 292, 2. 


/ 
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whether they rather command esteem, or dislike, or Cuap. 


commiseration. 


Previous enquiries, however, make 


it possible for us to refer these various peculiarities 


to one common source. 


The leading thought of Cynicism is the self-suffi- (1) Self- 


ciency of virtue.! 


Blunt and onesided in their con- 7 


ception of this principle, the Cynics were not content 
with a mere inward independence of the enjoyments 


and wants of life. 


Their aim, they thought, could 


only be reached by entirely renouncing all enjoyment, 
by limiting their wants to what is absolutely indis- 
pensable, by deadening their feelings to outward 
impressions, and by cultivating indifference to all 


that is not in their own power. 


pendence of wants? became with them a renunciation 


of the world. 


Poor to begin with,* or renouncing 


their property voluntarily,® they lived as beggars.® 


1 See p. 302. 

2 According to Diog. vi. 105, 
conf. Zwcian, Cyn. 12, Dio- 
genes repeated the language 
which we saw Socrates used, p. 
64, 3. To the same effect is 
the story that Diogenes, at the 
beginning of his Cynic career, 
refused to look for a runaway 
slave, because he could do 
without his slave as well as 
the slave could do without 
him. Diog. 55; Stob. Floril. 62, 
47. Ibid. 97, 31, p. 215 Mein. 

* See pp. 303; 310, 1. 

4 Such as Antisthenes, Dio- 
genes, and Monimus. 

5 Such as Crates and Hip- 
parchia. 

* According to Diocles in 
Diog. vi. 18, Antisthenes al- 
ready assumed the beggar’s 


guise, the staff and scrip; nor 
is the truth of his account im- 
pugned by Sosicrates, in saying 
that Diodorus of Aspendus 
was the first to do so; for this 
statement is not very accurate, 
both Antisthenes and Diogenes 
being older than Diodorus. 
Nevertheless, in Diog. 22, Dio- 
genes is described with great 
probability as the originator 
of the full mendicant garb, 
and he is also said to have been 
the first to gain his living by 
begging. Diog. 38; 46; 49; 
Teles. in Stob. Flor. v. 67; 
Hieron. adv. Jovin. ii. 207. 
His followers Crates (see the 
verses in Diog. 85 and 90) and 
Monimus (Diog. 82) adopted 
the same course. 


enunota- 
tion. 


The Socratic inde- [ 
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Possessing no houses of their own, they passed the 


nights they spent in porticoes, or wherever else 


chance might guide them.! 


need.2 


A bed seemed superfluous.’ 
Greek dress was by them made still simpler, and they 
X were content with the tribon‘ of Socrates, the ordi- 


Furniture they did not 
The simple 


nary dress of the lower orders,° without any under- 


‘ Diogenes must have been 
the first to act thus. For An- 
tisthenes in Xen. Symp. 4, 38, 
still speaks of having a house, 
although its furniture was con- 
fined to the bare walls. Dio- 
genes, however, and the later 
Cynics lived as described. See 
Diog. 22; 38; 76; 105: Teles. 
l.c. and in S¢od. Floril. 97, 31, 
p. 215 Mein. Meron. Lucian, 
V. Auct. 9. Diogenes for a 
time took up his abode in a 
tub which stood in the en- 
trance-court of Metroon, at 
Athens, as had been done by 
homeless folk before. Diog. 
23; 43; 105; Sen. Ep. 90, 14. 
But it * cannot have been, as 
Juvenal, xiv. 208, and Lucian, 
Consc. His, 3, represent it, that 
he spent his whole life there 
without any other home, even 
carrying his tub about with 
him, as a snail does its shell. 
Compare Steinhart, 1. c. p. 302° 
Giottling, Ges. Abh. 258, and 
Brucker’s report of the discus- 
sions between Hermann and 
Kasseus, Hist. Phil. i. 872. 
Equally fictitious is the roman- 
tic story that Crates and Hip- 
parchia lived inatub. Simpl. 


in E£pict. Enchir. p. 270. All 


that Musonius in Stod. Floril. 


67, 20, p. 4, Mein. says is that 
they spent day and night in 
the open porticoes. In south- 
ern countries they even now 
often spend the night in a 
portico. 

2 The story that Diogenes 
threw away his cup, when he 
had seen a boy drinking with 
the hollow of his hand, is well 
known. Diog. 37; Plat. Prof. 
in Virt. 8, p. 79; Seneca, Ep. 
90, 14; Hier. 1.c. «He is also 
reported to have trampled on 
Plato’s costly carpets with the 
words, wara roy TWAdrwvos ri- 


gov, to which Plato replied, 
éréppye rigy, Avyevés. Diog. 
26 


$ Antisthenes in Xen. Symp. 
4, 38, boasts that he slept ad- 
mirably on the simplest bed. 
And the fragment in Demetr. 
de Elocut. 249 (Winckelmann, 
p. 52), belongs here. As far as 
Diogenes (pict. Dido. i. 24, 7, 
distinctly asserts this of Dio- 
genes) and Crates are concern- 
ed, they slept, as a matter of 
course, on the bare ground. 

+ Compare the passages 
quoted p. 54, 4. 

5 That is at Athens; at 
Sparta the rpiBwy was univer- 
sal (Gottling, 256; Hermann, 
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clothing.! In scantiness of diet they even surpassed 
the very limited requirements of their fellow coun- 
trymen.? It is said that Diogenes tried to do without 
fire, by eating his meat raw,° and he is credited with 
saying that everything, without exception, human 
flesh included, might be used for purposes of food.‘ 
Even in extreme age he refused to depart from his 
accustomed manner of living,’ and lest his friends 
should expend any unnecessary care on his corpse, he 


forbad their burying it at all.® 


Antiquit. iii. § 21,14), from 
which it will be seen, that the 
word did not originally mean 
something worn out, but a 
rough dress which rubbed the 
skin; an iudrioy rp{Boy not an 
iudrioy rerpsupévov, and that 
iudriov tplBwy yevduevov in Stob. 
Floril. 5, 67, means a covering 
which had grown rough. 

' This was often done by the 
poor (Hermann, 1. ¢c.) Anti- 
sthenes, however, or Diogenes, 
according to others, made this 
dress the dress of his order, 
allowing the tplBwov to be 
doubled for better protection, 
against the cold. Diog.6; 13; 
22; 76; 105. Teles in Stobd. 
Floril. 97, 31, p. 215. Mein. 
The Cynic ladies adopted the 
same dress, Diog. 93. This 
single article of dress was 
often in the most miserable 
condition. See the anecdotes 
about Crates, Diog. 90, and the 
verses on him, Jbid. 87. Be- 
cause of the self-satisfaction 
with which Antisthenes ex- 
posed to view the holes in his 
cloak, Socrates is said to have 
observed that his vanity peered 
through them. JDiog. 8. 


A life in harmony 


? Their ordinary food con- 
sisted of bread, figs, onions, 
garlic, linseed, but particularly 
of the @épxo, or beans of some 
kind. Their drink was cold 
water. Diog. 105; 25; 48; 85; 
90; Teles in Stob. Floril. 97, 
31; bid. p. 215, M.; Athen. iv. 
156, c; Lnecian, V. Auct. 9; 
Dio Chrys. Or. vi. 12 and 21, 
and Gdottling, p. 255. But, in 
order to prove their freedom, 
they occasionally allowed a 
pleasure to themselves and 
others. Diog..55; Aristid. Or. 
xxv. 560 ( Winchelmann, p. 28). 

3 Diog. 34; 76; Pseudo-Plut. 
de Esu Carn. i. 6, 995; Dio 
Chrys. Or. vi. 25. 

4 In Diog. 73, this principle 
is supported by the argument, 
that everything is in every- 
thing else, even flesh in bread, 
&c. Diog. refers for this toa 
tragedy of Thyestes, the writer 
of which was not Diogenes, 
but Philiscus, A similar state- 
ment was subsequently made 
by the Stoics. See Zller’s 
Stoics, &c. 

5 See Diog. 34. 

6 See the accounts which 
differ in details in Diag. 79; 
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with nature,’ the suppression of everything artificial, 


the most simple satisfaction of all natural wants, is the 
watchword of his School.? They never weary of belaud- 
ing the good fortune and the independence which they 
owe to this freedom from wants.’ To attain thereto, 
bodily and mental hardships are made a principle.‘ 
A Diogenes whose teacher did not appear to treat him 
with sufficient severity,’ is said to have undertaken 
self-mortification in this behalf. Even the scorn 
and contempt necessarily incurred by this manner of 


life were borne by the Cynics with the greatest. com- 


52; Cic. Tusc. i. 438, 104; Teles in Sod. Floril. 97, 31, 


Milian, V. H. viii. 14; Stod. 
Floril. 123, 11. The same is 
repeated by Chrysippus in 
Sext. Pyrrh. iii. 258; Math. 
xi. 194. 

1 Which Diogenes also re- 
quired, witness for instance 
his saying in Diog. 71: dé€oy 
obvy avril trav axphorev xadvwy 
Tovs xara dow edouévous (iv 
evsarudves, wapd Thy Kyowa KaKo- 
Saipovovcdt, 

2 Compare on this subject 
the expressions of Diogenes in 
Diog. 44; 35; Stod. Floril. 5, 
41; 67, the hymn of Cratés on 
ebréAeia, and his prayer to the 
Muses in Julian, Or. vi. 199, in 
addition to what Plut. de 
Sanit. 7, p. 125, Diog. 85; 93, 
and Stobeus tell of him. Com- 
pare also Lucian, V. Auct. 9, 
and the anecdote of the mouse, 
the sight of which confirmed 
Diogenes in his renunciation of 
the world in Plt. Prof, in Vir- 
tut. 6; Diog. 22, 40. 

® Compare the language used 
by Crates and Metrocles in 


Mein. and the quotations p. 
303, 2 and 3. 

* Compare p. 250, 1, and 
Diog. 30. Diogenes’ training 
appears to have been described 
by Eubulus in the same glow- 
ing terms as that of Cyrus was 
by Xenophon. Exc. e Floril. 
Joan. Damasc. ii. 13, 68; 67. 
Diogenes in Stod. Floril. 7, 18, 
expresses the view that mental 
vigour is the only object of all 
exercise, even that of the 
body. 

5 Dio Chrys. Or. viii. 2 
(Stob. Floril. 13, 19); conf. ° 
Diog. 18. 
® According to Diog. 23; 34, 
he was in the habit of rolling 
in the summer in the burning 
sand, and in winter of walking 
barefoot in the snow, and em- 
bracing icy columns, On the 
other hand, Philemon’s words 
about Crates in Diog. 87, that 
he went about wrapped up in 
summer and in rags in winter, 
are probably only a comedian’s 
jest on his beggarly covering. 
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posure; nay, they accustomed themselves thereto,” on 
the ground that the reproaches of enemies teach man 
to know himself,? and the best revenge you can take 
is to amend your faults.‘ Should life es any 
reason become insupportable, they reserved to them- 
selves the right, as the Stoics did at a later time,5 of 
securing their freedom by means of suicide. 

Among external things of which it is necessary to 
be independent, the Cynics included several matters 
which other men are in the habit of regarding as 
morally good and as duties. To be free in every 
respect, the wise man must be fettered and hampered 


by no relations to others. 


1 Antisthenes in Diog. 7, 
requires: sxaxd@s axovovras kap- 
Tepe uadrroy 7 ef AlBots Tis BaA- 
Aoirro. He also says in pict. 
Diss. iv. 6, 20 (conf. Diog. 3): 
Baoirindy, & Kipe, mpdrrewv pev 
ed, kaxas & Aictew: It is said 
of Diogenes, Diog. 33, and 
also of Crates, Diog. 89, that 
when his body had been ill- 
treated, he only wrote by the 
side of his blains the names of 
those by whom they had been 
inflicted, 

2 Diog. 90 says of Crates, ras 
awépvas enitndes eroddper, ovy- 
yuuvd(wy éavrdy xpos tas BAa- 
conulas. 

* Antisthenes remarks, Diog. 
12: wpowéxew rots éxOpois rpo- 
To. yap Tay apaprnudrev aicdd- 
vovra, He also says in Plut. 
Inim. Util. 6, p. 89, and the 
same saying is attributed to 
Diogenes in De Adul. 36 p. 74; 
Prof. in Virt. ii. p. 82: rots 


He must satisfy his social 


pédAAove: cdlecba: ® dlrwy de 
yynolwv 7 Siarbpor ex Oper. 

* Diog. in Plut. Inimic. Util. 
4, p. 88 and Poet. 4, p. 21. 

5 When Antisthenes in his 
last illness became impatient 
under his sufferings, Diogenes 
offered him a dagger (Diog. 
18) to put an end to his life, 
which Antisthenes had not the 
courage touse. That Diogenes 
made away with himself is 
indeed asserted in several of 
the accounts to which refer- 
ence has been made, but can- 
not be proved. In lian, V. 
H. x. 11, he refuses the con- 
temptuous challenge to put an 
end to his sufferings by sui- 
cide; for the wise man ought 
to live. Nevertheless, Metro- 
cles put an end to himself 
(Diog. 95), not to mention 
Menedemus (Zéid. 100). So 
also Crates in Diog. 86; Cle- 
mens. Strom, ii. 412, D. 
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wants by himself alone,! or he will be dependent on 
others, and nothing which is out of his power ought 
to influence his happiness. To these matters belongs 
family life. Not that Antisthenes would do away 
with marriage, because he thought it useful to keep 
up the race of men;? but Diogenes early discovered 
that this object might be attained by a community 
of wives.*> Deeply imbued as these philosophers were 
with Grecian peculiarities, it never occurred to them 
to require, in the spirit of a later asceticism, the en- 
tire uprooting of all sexual desires. Natural impulses 
might, however, be satisfied in a far more simple way.* 


1 In Diog. 6, Antisthenes in 
reply to the question, What 
good philosophy had done him, 
answers: 7d ddvac0a: éaur@ duut- 
Aeiv. Out of this came the 
caricature of later Cynicism, 
described by Zucian, V. Auct. 
10. Yet Diogenes and Crates 
were anything but haters of 
their fellow-men. 

2 Diog.11: yaphoew re [rdv 
adpov| texvoroitas xdpw tais 
ebpverrdras cuvidyra -yuvaitl. 
The conjecture dgveordras 
(Winkelmann, p. 29, according 
to Hermann) appears mis- 
taken: Antisthenes might well 
require ebpuéorara: mpds Texvo- 
wottay, women most suited for 
child-bearing, whilst consider- 
ing anyone good enough for a 
plaything. 

3 Diog. 72: Ereye t wal xowds 
elva: Seiv Tas yuvaikas, ydmoy pn- 
Séva voul(wv, AAG Toy welgayra 
Th wecOelon guveivar’ Kowwors de 
3a Totro Kat rovs vidas. The 
correctness of this is supported 
by the fact that Zeno and 


Chrysippus, according to Diog. 
vii. 33, 131, projected the same 
state of things for their ideal 
state. 

‘ Something of the same 
kind has been already observed 
in Socrates, p. 163, 1. With 
the Cynics this treatment of 
the relation between the sexes 
becomes an extravagance and 
a deformity. In Xen. Symp. 
4, 38, Antisthenes boasts of his 
comforts, since he only asso- 
ciates with those fair dames to 
whom others would have no- 
thing to say. That he did so 
on principle is stated in Diog. 
3. That he declared adultery 
permissible, as Clemens. Floril. 
v. 18 says, is by no means cer- 
tain. He is even said to have 
satisfied his lusts in a coarser 
way, complaining that hunger 
could not be treated in the 
same way. Brucker, i. 880, 
Steinhart, p. 305, and Géttling, 
p. 275, doubt the truth of these 
and similar stories. Without 
vouching for their accuracy, it 
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‘Their mendicant life, moreover, not affording them 
an opportunity! for home pleasures, it is readily 
understood that they were in general averse to mar- 
riage,” and to feminine society, or at least treated 


family life as a thing indifferent.’ 


may be enough to say that they 
are not only quoted by Diog. 
46,49; Dio Chrys. Or. vi. 16, 
p. 203, R.; Lucian, V. Auct. 
10; Galen. Loc. Affect. vi. 5; 
viii. 419, K.; Athen. iv. 158, f£; 
Dio Chrys. 34Hom. in Math. p. 
398, C.; S. Aug. Civ. Dei, xiv. 
20; but also, according to Plut. 
Stob. Rep. 21, 1, p. 1044, Chry- 
sippus had on this score vindi- 
cated the Cynics, and accor- 
ding to Seat. Phyrrh. iii. 206, 
Zeno appears to have done the 
same. Dio. probably borrowed 
his revolting extracts. from 
Chrysippus. The things are, 
however, not so out of keeping 
with the ways of Antisthenes, 
that we could call them im- 
possible; and the very thing 
which to us appears so unin- 
telligible, this public want of 
modesty, makes them very 
likely to be true of Diogenes. 
If true, they were an attempt 
on his part to expose the folly 
of mankind. It is from this 
point of view rather than on 
any moral grounds that the 
Cynics conduct their attacks 
on adulterers and stupid spend- 
thrifts. To them it seemed 
foolish in the extreme to incur 
much toil, danger, and expense 
for an enjoyment, which might 
be had much more easily. See 
Diog.4; 51; 60; 66; 89; Plut. 
Ed. Pa. 1, Schl. p. 5; Stob. 
Floril. 6; 39; 52, Diogenes 


Y 


Diogenes ig said 


is also accused of having 
publicly practised unchastity, 


Diog. 69; Theod. Cur: Gr. Aff. 


xii. 48, p. 172. In Corinth the 
younger Lais, according to 
Athen. xiii. 588, b, or Phryne, 
according to Tortull. Apol, 46, 
is said to have had a whim to 
bestow on him her favours 
gratuitously, whereas the philo- 
sopher did not despise others. 
Clemens (Hom. V. 18) repre- 
sents him as purchasing them 
by scandalous conditions. In 
his tragedies (according to 
Julian, Or. vii. 210, c) stood 
things that one might believe 
Srepporhy &ppnroupylas ob5e rats 
éralpais dworeAcipOa:. On the 
other hand his morality is com- 
mended, Demetr.de Eloc. 261. 

1 The case of Crates is an 
exception, and even Crates had 
not wooed Hipparchia. He 
only married her, when she 
would not renounce her affec- 
tion for him, but was prepared 
to share his mode of life. He 
certainly married his children 
in a peculiar way, according 
to Diog. 88; 93 

2 See the apophthegms in 
Diog. 3, and Lucian, V. Auct. 
9: yduou &t dpeAnoes Kad raldev 
kal warpldos. Far less objec- 
tionable isthe maxim of Antis- 
thenes in Diog, 12: roy dixaov 
mep) wrelovos moreiobat Tov avyyeE- 
vous, 


* See pp. 310, 1, and 277, 
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to have seen nothing revolting! in marriage between 
the nearest relations. 

Another matter which they considered to be 
equally indifferent with family life for the wise man, 
Indeed the sharp contrast between 
slavery and freedom does not affect the wise man. 
The man who is really free can never be a slave— 
for a slave is one who is afraid—and for the same 
reason a slave can never be free. The wise man is 
the natural ruler of others, although he may be 
called a slave, in the same way that the physician is 
the ruler of the sick. Accordingly it is said that 
Diogenes, when about to be sold, had the question 


-asked: Who wants a master? declining the offer of 


his friends to buy him back.*? Not that such conduct 
was a vindication of slavery. On the contrary, the 
Cynics seem to have been the first among Greeks to 
declare it an institution opposed to nature,’ quite in 


1 Dio Chrys. Or. x. 29, whose 
statement is confirmed by its 
agreeing with the universal 


doctrine of the Stoics. See 
Zeller’s Stoics, &c., p. 4. 
? Diog. 29; 74. Compare 


pp. 286, 4; 332, 4. According 
to Diog. 16, Antisthenes wrote 
mepl érevbeplas xai dovdrelas, and 
perhaps this is the origin of the 
account in Stod. Flor. 8, 14. 

® For this we have certainly 
no direct authority. Still (as 
has been already observed, p. 
171, 4), it is probably in re- 
ference to the Cynics that 
Arist. Polit. i. 3; 1253, b, 20, 
Bays: Tots ney done emorhun TE 
ms elva: 7% Seomorela . . . Tots St 
wapa oiow rd Seord(ey > voup 


yap toy perv BovAoyv elva: roy 3° 
ercdbepory, dice: 3 obey diapé- 
pew. Sidwep ob8¢ Slkasov, Blasow 
yép. The contrast between 
vouy and otce: is not found so 
strongly drawn at that time 
except among the Sophists and 
Cynics. Nor is it only met 
with in their religious views. 
On the contrary, their whole 
politics, and even their practi- 
cal philosophy, are governed 
by the effort to bring human 
society from an artificial state 
recognised by law and custom 
to a pure state of nature. We 
should hardly look in sophistic 
circles for the opponents of 
slavery whom Aristotle men- 


tions, where the rule of the 
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conformity with their principle, that every difference 
between men other than that of virtue and vice is 
unimportant and has nothing to do with the law of 
nature and reason. Yet they did not go so far as to 
attempt even in a small circle (as the Essenes did 
ata later time) the abolition of slavery, regarding the 
outward state as something indifferent, the wise man 
even in slavery being a free man. Nor was it other- 
wise with civil life. The wise man of the Cynics 
feels himself above the restraints which civil life 
imposes, without therefore feeling any impulse to 
mix himself up in such matfers; for where could be a 
constitution which would satisfy his requirements ? 
A popular government is severely censured by Antis- 


thenes.! 


An absolute monarch only appeared to 


these freedom-loving philosophers a bad and miser- 


stronger over the weaker was 
regarded as the most conform- 
able to nature. But the view 
is all the more in keeping with 
a school which from no side 
could allow that one portion of 
mankind enjoy the right, quite 
independently of their moral 
state, to govern the rest, the 
claim of the wise man to govern 
the fool resting upon reason, 
and naturally all men being 
citizens of one state; between 
fellow-citizens the relation of 
master and slave cannot exist. 

! Arist. Pol. iii. 13; 1284, a, 
15, tells the fable—the applica- 
tion of which to a democracy 
is obvious—of the hares sug- 
gesting universal equality to 
the lions. The blame which 
he attaches to those states, 


which do not distinguish the 
good from the bad (Diog. 5; 6), 
must be intended for a hit at 
democracy. The saying in 
Mog. 8, that should the Athe- 
Dians call their asses horses, 
it would be quite as good 
as choosing incompetent gene- 
rals—must also be directed 
against a popular form of 
government. According to 
Athen. v. 220, d, Antisthenes 
had made a sharp attack on all 
the popular leaders at Athens. 
Likewise in Diog. 24; 41, Dio- 
genes calls them éxAou d:and- 
vous, and he amuses himself at 
the expense of Demosthenes. 
Ibid. 34, on which see pict. 
Diss. iii. 2,11. See also what 
was said of Socrates, p. 166. 
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able man.! Aristocratical institutions fell far below 
their ideal, none being adapted for the rule of wise 
men: for what law or custom can fetter him, whose 
life is regulated by the laws of virtue?? What 
country can be large enough for those who regard 
themselves as citizens of the world? Allowing 
therefore a conditional necessity for a state and laws,‘ 
the Cynics* refused in their homelessness to take any 
part in civil life. They wished to be citizens of the 
world, not of any one state; their ideal state, as far 
as they do sketch it, is a destruction of all civil life.® 


1 Compare Xen. Symp. 4, 36 ; 
Dio Chrys. Or. vi. 47; Stob. 
Floril. 49, 47 ; 97, 26; Diog. 50. 
Also Plut. Adul. et Am. c. 27, 
p. 68. 

2 Antisthenes, in Diog. 11, 
says: roy adpoy ob Kata rods 
Keysévous vdpous wod:retcerOa 
dAAd Kava roy Tis dperHs. Dio- 
genes, ibid. 38: Epacne 8 dyri- 
7éva: Tixn pty Odpoos, vdpq Be 
gvow, wafer 5t Adyor. This 
antithesis of vsuos and tus 
seems to be what Plato has in 
view, Phil. 44, C. See p. 294, 4. 

* Diog. 63 says of Diogenes: 
épwrnfels wd0ev efn, koouoroAiras, 
Epn. See p. 167, 8. bid. 72: 
povnvy te opOhy moAlreay elvat 
rhyv évxéopy. Antisthenes, ibid. 
12: re copgp tévov ovdey od8? 
&ropov. Crates, ibid. 98: 
ovx els wdrpas nor wipyos, ob pla 

aréyn, 
ndons 5t xépoou Kal wéAtoua nal 

Sdpos 
Eroros Huty evdiarracOa wdpa. 
The same individual in Plut. 
de Adul. 28, p. 69, shows that 
banishment is no evil, and ac- 
cording to Diog. 93 (conf. Ael. 
VY. H. iii. 6) he is said to have 


given a negative answer to 
Alexander’s question, whether 
he did not wish to see Thebes 
rebuilt: tev 5¢ warplda ddo- 
tlay xal weviay dvddwra ri Toxn 


nal Atoyévous eva: woAlryns avem- 


Bovrctrov pOdvy. See also 
Epict. Diss. iii. 24, 66. Lucian, 
V. Auct. 8. Also the Stoic 
doctrine in Zeller’s Stoics, &c., 
chap. on Stoics, and what has 
been said above, p. 278,1. | 

‘ The confused remarks of 
Diogenes in Diog. 72 support 
this statement. 

5 Antisthenes was not without 
a citizen’s rights (see Hermann, 
Antiquit. 1, § 118), although a 
proletarian by birth and cir- 
cumstances. Diogenes was 
banished from Sinope, and 
lived at Athens as a foreigner. 
Crates had chosen this life; 
after his native town had 
been destroyed. Monimus was 
a slave whom his master had 
driven away. 

* Stob. Floril. 45, 28: ’Arri- 
obévns epwrnfels ras by Tis xpoa- 
€AGot wodcrela, ele xabdwep wupl, 
uhre Alay eyyis tva uh Kafis, whe 
wéppeo Iva ph peydons. 
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All mankind are to live together like a flock. No 
nation may have its own special laws and boundaries 
severing it from others. Confining themselves to 
the barest necessaries of life, needing no gold, that. 
source of so much mischief, abstaining from marriage 
and family life, they wished to return to the simpli- 
city of a state of nature;! the leading thought. of 
their enlarged political sympathies being not so 
much the oneness and the union of all mankind, but 


the freedom of the individual from the "banda of 


social life and the limits of nationality. Here again 


' The above description rests 
only in part on direct testi- 
mony, but the combination 
which is the basis of it does 
not lack great probability. We 
know on authority that Dio- 
genes in his wmodrrela (Diog. 
80) demanded a community of 
' wives and children, and that 
in the same treatise he pro- 
posed a coinage of bones or 
stones (&orparyddor) instead of 
gold and silver, Athen. iv.159,e. 
We know further that Zeno’s 
woAirela ran to this effect: ta 
By Kate wéAets unde Kard Bhuovs 
olkapey, los Exacro: Siwpiopévor 
Bucaloss, GAAa wdvras dvOpdwous 

HryoueOa, Snudtas wal woAlras es 
bt Blos # xal xdopos, dowep dyéArns 
curyduou vue Korg Tpepoueyns, 
Plut. Alex. Vit. i. 6, p. 329; 
and since this treatise of Zeno 
was always considered to ex- 
press the opinions of the Cynic 
School, we have every reason 
to look in it for a Cynic’s views. 
That such views were on the 
whole advocated by Antis- 
thenes, probably in the treatise 


wep) vénou # wep wodrrelas, 
which appears to be identical 
with the woArrewds SiuddAoyos men- 
tioned by Athen. v. 220, d, is 
in itself probable, and is con- 
firmed by Plato’s Politicus. 
Rejecting, as his dialogue does, 
the analogy between states- 
manship and the superinten- 
dence of a flock, we might 
naturally think that Plato was 
provoked to it by some such 
theory; and since we know 
from Plutarch’s account of 
Zeno, that the Cynics reduced 
the idea of the state to that of 
a herd of men, it is most 
natural to think of them. 
Moreover, the description of 
the natural state, Rep. ii. 372, 
appears also to refer to Antis- 
thenes. Plato at first describes 
it as though from himself, but 
he afterwards clearly intimates 
that it belongs to another, 
when he calls it a state fit 
for pigs. Nor do we know of 
anyone else to whom it could 
be better referred than to the 
founder of the Stoic School. 
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may be seen the negative spirit of their morality, 
destitute of all creative power. 

The same character may be recognised in a feature 
for us the most revolting in Cynicism—their de- 
liberate suppression of the natural feeling of shame. 
This feeling they did not consider altogether un- 
reasonable,' but they urged that you need only be 
ashamed of what is bad, and that what is in itself 
good may not only be unblushingly discussed, but 
done without reserve before the eyes of all.? They 
therefore permitted themselves what they considered 
natural, without regard to places, not shrinking even 
from doing in the public streets* what other men 


1 It is expressly told of Dio- 
genes, Diog. 37; 54, that he ex- 
postulated with a woman who 
lay in an indecent position in 
a temple, and that he called 
blushes the colour of virtue. 

2 See the following note, and 
Cio. Off. i. 35, 128: Nec vero 
audiendi sunt Cynici aut si qui 
fuerunt Stoici pene Cynici, 
qui reprehendunt et irrident, 
quod ea, quz turpia non sint 
(for instance, the begetting of 
children) nominibus ac verbis 
flagitiosa dicamus (that we 
consider it unseemly to name 
them), illa autem qu turpia 
sunt (stealing, &c.) nominibus 
appellemus suis. 

3 This is especially said of 
Diogenes, Diog. 22: xayrt rpéxp 
expijro els wdyra, dpiotey 7 Kad 
xaebdev nad Siadeyduevos, and 
according to Diog. 69, he sup- 
ported this by the argument, 
If it is at all allowable to 
breakfast, it must be allowable 


to breakfast in public. Fol- 
lowing out this principle, he 
not only tock his meals in pub- 
lic in the streets ( Diog. 48 ; 58), 
but he also did many other 
eccentric and startling things, 
in the sight of all passers by 
(Diog. 35; 36). It is even 
asserted of him, Diog. 69: 
eid0e: 32 wayra woe dy rE ule, 
wal +a Afunrpos cal ra Agpodlrys. 
Theod. Cur. Gr. Aff. xii. 48, p. 
172, says the same of him, 
mentioning an instance. We 
have already, p. 320, 4, observed 
that these statements can 
hardly be altogether fictitious. 
Butit is incredible that Crates 
and Hipparchia, as is said to 
have been the case, consum- 
mated their nuptials in the 
midst of numerous spectators. 
There are, however, not a few 
authorities for it: Diog. 97; 
Seat. Pyrrh. i. 153; iii. 200; 
Clemens ; Stromat. iv. 523, A.; 
Apul. Floril. 14; Lact. Inst. 
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prefer to do in secret. Lest he should in any 
way forego his independence, the Cynic puts out of 
sight all regard for others, and what he is not 
ashamed of by himself, he thinks he need not be 
ashamed of before others. The opinion of men is to 
him indifferent. He is neither hurt by their fami- 
liarity with his personal life, nor need he fear such 
familiarity. 

To the same source may be referred the Cynic 
attitude towards religion. No course of study under 
Antisthenes was needed to make men doubt the truth 
of the popular faith. Such doubts were raised on all 
sides, and since the appearance of the Sophists, had 
permeated the educated classes. Not even the So- 
cratic circle had passed unscathed.! From his inter- 
course with Gorgias and the other Sophists, Antis- 
thenes in particular must have been familiar with 
freer views respecting the Gods and their worship, 
and specially with the principles of the Eleatics, 
whose teaching in other respects he also worked into 
his own. For him, however, these views had a pecu- 
liar meaning. Hence, too, may be explained the 


iii. 15, who mentions it as the 
common practice of the Cynics; 
S. Aug. Civ. Dei, xiv. 20, who 
does not altogether credit it, 
but does not improve it by his 
interpretation. Yet all these 
are later authorities. The 
whole story may rest upon 
some such story as that this 
married couple once passed a 
night in the oro& xo«lAn, or 
else upon the theoretical asser- 
tion of some Cynic philoso- 


phers, that a public consum- 
mation of nuptials was permis- 
sible. On the other hand, we 
have no reason to doubt what 
Diog. 97 states, that Hippar- 
chia went about in public 
dressed as a man. 

1 As we gather from the dia- 
logues of Socrates with Aristo- 
demus and EKuthydemus, Xen. 
Mem. i.4; iv. 3; not to men- 
tion Critias. 
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sharp and hostile attitude of the Cynics to the 
popular faith, in which they so distinctly deviated 
from the example of Socrates. The wise man, inde- 
pendent of everything external, cannot possibly be 
dependent on a traditional faith. He cannot feel 
pledged to follow popular opinions, or to connect his 
well-being with customs and devotional practices, 
which have nothing to do with his moral state.! 
Thus in religious matters the Cynics are decidedly on 
the side of free thought. The existence of a God 
they do not deny, nor can their wise man do without 
one; but they object to a number of gods resembling 
men—popular gods, owing, as they say,’ their existence 
to tradition: in reality there is but one God, who 
resembles nothing visible, and cannot be represented 
by any symbol.? The same reasoning holds good of 


' In this way we must ex- 
plain the free thought of Aris- 
todemus, Mem. i. 4, 2, 9-11; 
14; who is also described by 
Plato, Symp. 173, B., as a kin- 
dred spirit to Antisthenes. 

* Cic. N. D. 1. 18, 32: ¢ An- 
tisthenes in eo libro, qui phy- 
sicus inscribitur, populares 
[ydu~] Deos multos, natura- 
lem [$vce:] unum esse dicens,’ 
which is repeated by Minuc. 
Fel. Oct. 19, 8, and Lact. Inst. 
i. 5, epit. 4. Clemens, Protrept. 
46, C., and also Stromat. v. 
601, A., says: “AyriaOéyns ... 
Gedy obdevl eoixeva: gnoly + didxep 
abroy obSels expabeiy 2& eixdvos 


. Sbvarat. Theod. Cur. Gr. Affect. 


i, 75, p. 14: "AvrioOévys . ... 
wept Tov Seod tHv SAwy Bog: awd 
eixdvos ob yvwpl(era:, dpOadpois 
obx dpara:, obdert oue didwep 


abrdy obSels expuabeiv ef elxdyos 
Sdvara:. Tertull. Ad Nat. ii. 2: 
In reply to the question, Quid 
in colis agatur? Diogenes re- 
plied: Nunquam ascendi; to 
the question, Whether there 
were any Gods? he answered : 
Nescio nisi ut sint expedire. 
No very great dependence can, 
it is true, be placed in Tertul- 
lian’s sayings. Jd. Apol. 14; 
Ad. Nat. i. 10: Diogenes nescis 
quid in Herculem ludit, with- 
out, however, giving further 
particulars. Compare what 
was said of Socrates, p. 175. 

®* The Cynics are therefore 
Atheists in the ancient sense 


‘of the term, i.e. they denied 


the Gods of the state, although 
from their point of view they 
were certainly right in reject- 
ing the charge of atheism. 


—_ 
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the worship of the gods. There is but one way of 
pleasing God—by virtue; everything else is super- 
stition. Wisdom and uprightness make us followers 
and friends of the gods. What is generally done to 
secure their favour is worthless and unmeaning. The 
wise_man honours | God. _by. oe and not by sacri- 
fice,’ which God does not require? He knows that a 
temple is not more holy than any other place. He 
does not pray for things which are considered goods 
by the unwise; not for riches, but for righteousness.‘ 

Herewith the ordinary notion respecting prayer 
is also surrendered ; for everyone owes virtue to his 
own exertions. Hence Diogenes may be understood 
ridiculing prayers and vows.° The same sweeping 
judgment is pronounced on oracles, prophecy, and 
prophets.° The mystic rites also were assailed with 
biting scorn,’ both by Diogenes and Antisthenes; 
these philosophers, as far as religious views are con-~ 


Nothing follows from the anec- 
dotes in Diog. 37; 42. 

1 Julian, Or. vi. 199, B., ex- 
cusing Diogenes because of his 
poverty, says that he never 
entered a temple or offered 
sacrifice. Crates, ibid. 200, A., 
promises to honour Hermes and 
the Muses od dandvas tpudepais, 
GAA’ dperais datas. 

2 See p. 315, 2. 

* See Diog. 73: pndév mn 
&romoy elva: e& lepod ri AaBeiy. 

‘ See the prayer of Crates in 
Julian 1. c. and Diog. 42. 

5 Compare the anecdotes in 
Diog. 37; 59. 

* In Diog. 24 he says that, 
looking at pilots, physicians, 


and philosophers, he thinks 
man the most intelligent being, 
but looking at interpreters of 
dreams, or prophets, or credu- 
lous believers in them, he con- 
siders him the most foolish of 
creatures. Similar statements 
in Diog. 43; 48; Theod. Cur. 
Gr. Aff. vi. 20, p. 88; and Dio. 
Or. x. 2; 17. Antisthenes ap- 
pears also in Xen. Sym. 8, 5, to 
have doubts upon the subject 
of the 8a:udyioy of Socrates, but 
no conclusion can be formed 
from a passage so jocular. 

7 Diog. 4; 39; 42; Plut. Aud. 
Poet. 5, p. 21; Clemens, Pro- 
trept. 49, C. 
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cerned, holding a perfectly independent attitude 
towards the popular faith. Not but that they gladly 
took hold of points which mythology supplied for their 
own arguments, taking all the more occasion to do so,in 
proportion to the earnestness of their desire to influence 
the masses: Antisthenes being aided in so doing by the 
sophistical training which be had previously enjoyed.! 
The various traditions must all be explained in har- 
mony with this view. Hence we find Antisthenes 
in no small degree engaged in allegorical interpre- 
tations of the myths and the poets, and in an expla- 
nation of Homer, which he committed to writing in ° 
numerous volumes.? Looking for a hidden meaning * 
in legendary stories, he was everywhere able to dis- 
cover moral teaching, and to build on moral reflections.‘ 
Indeed, by laying down the further axiom, that the 
poet does not always express his own sentiments,® he 


1 For the allegorical inter- 
pretations of that period con- 
sult Krische, Forsch. 234 ; Xen. 
Sym. 3, 6; Plato, Theztet. 153, 
C.; Rep. ii. 378, D.; Io, 530, 
C.; Phedrus, 229, C.; and 
Zeller’s Phil. d. Griech. i. 930, 
3; also pp. 755, 831; Stoics, 
&e. 

2? Diog. 17, mentions twelve 
or thirteen volumes of his on 
Homer and various portions of 
the Homeric poems, and one 
on Amphiaraus. Here, too, 
belong the treatises on Hercu- 
les. Julian, Or. vii. 209, A.; 
215, C.; 217, A., also testifies 
to the fact of his frequently 
using myths. See Krische, 
243. 

* The drévora or 8idvoran, Xen. 


Symp. 3, 6; Plato, Rep. ii. 378, 
D.; Io, 530, C. 

* Thus on Od. i. 1, he en- 
quired in what sense roAurpe- 
xia was meant for praise. On 
Od. v. 211; vii. 257, he re- 
marked, that no reliance could 
be placed upon lovers’ pro- 
mises. In Il. xv. 123, he found 
his doctrine of the oneness of 
virtue. See the passages in 
Winkelmann, p. 23-28. 

5 Dio Chrys. Or. liii. 5, says 
that whereas the same had been 
previously said of Zeno, 6 8 
Adyos ovros *AvrioAdvous éorl 
apérepoy, Sri 7d pty Bdty ra de 
GAnbeig elpnra: tp x,otnry*’ GAA’ 
6 pev obn eteipydoaro abrdy, 6 38 
xa’ Exacroy réy éxl pépous é3h- 
Awcey, 
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had no difficulty in finding anything anywhere. 
Traces of this allegorical interpretation may also be 
found in Diogenes.! Yet the Cynics do not seem to 
have carried this process nearly so far as the Stoics ;? 
which is also quite natural, Cynic teaching being 
very imperfectly expanded,’ and the taste for learned 
activity being with them very small. 

From the above it will be seen in what sense the 
Cynics spoke of the self-sufficingness of virtue. The 
_ wise man must_be absolutely and in every respect 
independent ; /independent of wants, of desires, of 
prejudices and of after-thoughts. | The devotion and 
strength of will with which they compassed this end, 
has certainly something grand about it. Disre- 
garding, however, the limits of individual existence, 
and putting out of sight the conditions of a natural 
and a moral life, the Cynic grandeur borders on pride, 
and their strength of principle on self-will. A value 
out of all proportion is attached to the form of life, 
to such an extent that they again become dependent 
on external circumstances. The sublime becomes 
ridiculous, and every humour at last claims to be 
honoured as being higher wisdom. (Plato, or who- 
ever it was who called 


Diogenes a Socrates gone mad, 


was not far wrong in what he said.‘ 


1 According to Stobd. Floril. 
29, 92, he explained the legend 
of Medea boiling up the old 
into young to mean that, by 
bodily exercise, she made ef- 
feminate men young again. 

2 Dio says this expressly, 
and little has come down to us 
of Cynic interpretations. 


7 Even their Ethics are 
scanty enough, and their sys- 
tem gave no opportunity for 
those lengthy, physical dis- 
cussions, on which the Stoics 
were so great. 

4 Mlian, V.H. xiv. 33; Diog. 
vi, 54, 
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Notwithstanding these pretensions, the indepen- 
dence of these philosophers was not so great that they 
could dispense with every relation to others. It was 
only natural that they should wish to see all virtuous 
persons united as friends;! and, besides, they con- 
sidered it the wise man’s business to raise tne rest of 
mankind to his own level. Anxious not to monopo- 
lise the blessings of virtue, but to share them with 
others, they sought for work as educators of their 
people, desiring, if possible, to bring a lax and 
effeminate nation back to the days of moral strict- 
ness and simplicity. The mass of men are fools, 
slaves’ of pleasure, suffering from self-conceit and 
pride? The Cynic is a physician to heal their dis- 
ease,’ a guide to lead them to what is good. Hence 
he considers it his mission to care for the outcast 


1 Diog.11: nai épac0hoerba 
5é udvoy yap eidévar toy copbdy, 
tlywy xph épdv. 12: atséparros 
6 Gyabds > ai oxovdaio idos. 
Antisthenes wrote both an 
"Epwrikds and an  ‘Epwpevos 
(Diog. 14; 18), and he had 
mentioned love in his Hercules 
(Procel. in Alc. 98, 6; Winckel- 
mann, p.16). An ’Epwrixds of 
Diogenes is also mentioned, 
Diog. 80. 

2 See p. 314. 

3 Diog. 4: ’AvrigBévns dowrn- 
Gels Sa rl mixpa@s rots padnrals 
éximAnrret, nal of iarpol, ono, 
Trois Kduyovow: Ibid. 6: kal of 
larpol gyot, eva TaY voootyTwy 
eicly, GAN’ ob wupérrovow. In 
Stob. Floril. 13, 25, Diogenes, 
when asked why he remained 
in Athens, whilst he was always 


praising the Spartans, replied : 
ovdé yap larpbs byielas dv wowrrs- 
ads év Trois byialyovc: thy diarpi- 
Bhy woieirat, Accordingly, Dio- 
genes calls himself in Lweian, 
V. Auct. 8, €AcvOepwrhs Tay ay- 
Opéway kal iarpbs tev wa8dy, and 
he expresses astonishment in 
Dio. Or. viii. 7, that men less 
frequently apply to him, the 
healer of souls, than they do to 
an oculist or dentist. 

4 When Diogenes was pur- 
chased by Xeniades, he is said 
to have told Xeniades that he 
would have to obey his slave, 
just as in another case he 
would have to obey a pilot or 
physician. Diog. 30; 36; conf. 
74; Plut. An. Vitios. c. 3, p. 
499; Stob. Flor. 3, 63; Philo, 
Qu. Omn. Pr. Lib. 833, E. 
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and despised, only the sick needing a physician,' and 
no more fears contamination from such intercourse 
than the sun fears impurity from shining in the 
dirtiest haunts.? 

The improvement of mankind, however, is no 
easy task. He who will be saved must hear the 
truth ; nothing being more destructive than flattery.‘ 
Yet truth is always unpleasant ;> none save either 
an incensed enemy or a real friend dare tell it.6 This 
friendly service, the Cynics propose to render to 
mankind.’ If in so doing they give offence, matters 
not to them ;° a good kind of man being always dis- 
agreeable to bear with ;° he who annoys no one is 
of no good to any one.!® It was moreover a principle 
of theirs to pitch their demands both in word and 
example above what they really wanted, because men 
only imperfectly conform to them.'! Thus they pressed 
themselves on friends and strangers alike with their 
exhortations,!? which Diogenes, in particular, in- 


1 According to Hpict. iii. 24, 
66, Diogenes read a lesson to 
the pirates who captured him. 
It cannot, however, have done 
much good, for they sold him 
notwithstanding; and the story 
is altogether very uncertain. 

2 Diog. 63, and above, p. 332, 3. 

* Diog. 4, and p. 332, 3. 

4 Diog. 4; 51; 92; Stod. 
Floril. 14, 16; Antisthenes’ in 
Plut. Vit. Pud. c. 18, g, E., p. 
536. 

5 Diogenes in Exc. e Flori. 
Joan. Damasc. ii. 31, 22: rd 
GAnbes aixpdy dors kal andes rTois 
éyonrois. It is like light to 
those who have weak eyes. 


6 See p. 319, 3. 

*7 Diogenes in Sted. Flor. 13, 
26: of wey AA Kdves Tods ex- 
Opods Sdkvovorw, eyd 8 ods 
girous, Iva oadow. 

§ See p. 318. 

* SucBdoraxroy elva: roy &do- 
retov.—Antisth. in Philo. Qu. 
Omn. Pr. Lib. 869, C. 

W” In Plut. Virt. Mort. c. 12, 
g, E., p. 452, Diogenes says of 
Plato: rl & éxeivos &xe: ceuvdy, 
ts tocovroy xpovow piAocoday 
obdéva AcAUvmnxey ; 

” See p. 308, 1. 

12 Compare what Diog. vi. 10, 
says of Antisthenes, and vi. 26; 
46; 65 of Diogenes ; also 
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stilled in the coarsest manner,' although more gentle 
traits are not altogether wanting.? At the same time 
the coarseness of their manner was somewhat re- 
lieved by their humour in which Diogenes and Crates 
more particularly excelled, They loved to clothe 
serious teaching in the form of a joke, or of poetry,* 
and to hurl sharp-pointed words‘ at the folly of man- 
kind ;5 Diogenes even, like the oriental prophets, 
giving greater force to his utterances by symbolical 
actions, and thus attracting for them attention.® 

No doubt the position occupied by the Cynics in 
the Greek world is a peculiar one. Ridiculed because 
of their eccentricities,’ and admired for their self- 


Lucian V. Auct.10. Beeause 
of his importunity, Crates re- 
ceived the name of 6uperavol- 
arns.— Diog. 86 ; Plut. Qu. 
Conv. ii. 1, 7, 4, p. 632; Apul. 
Floril. iv. 22. 

1 Diog. 24; 32; 46; Ex.e 
Floril. Jo. Damasc. i. 7, 43. 

2 Plut. De Adul. 28, p. 69, 
relates that when Demetrius 
Phalerius, after his banish- 
ment, fell in with Crates, he 
was not a little surprised at 
being received with friendly 
words of warm comfort in- 
stead of the violent language 
he expected. The attractive- 
ness of the conversation of 
Antisthenes and Diogenes is 
also commended, Diog. 14. 
Conf. Xen. Symp. 4, 61. 

3 See Diog. 27; 83; 85; De- 
metr. de Elocut. 170; 259; 261; 
Plut. Tranqu. An. 4, p. 466; 
Julian, Or. vii. 209,a; Antisth. : 
Ena Sia rev pbdOwy artryyeAAe. 
Similarly, Zdid. 215, c; 217, a. 


4 Hermog. Progym. c. 3; 

Theo. Progym. c.5; Nicol. Pro- 
.c 3. 

5 Abundant examples of 
these ways of the Cynics are 
to be found in the arop@éypa-a 
of Diegenes, in his sixth book, 
and in Stobeus’ Floril. See 
also Winckelmann, Antisth. 
Frag.; Plut. Prof. in Virt. c. 11, 
p. 82; Virt. Doc. c. 2, p. 439; 
Coh. Ira, c. 12, p. 460; Curios. 
c. 12, p. 621; Cup. Div. c. 7, 
p. 526; Exil.c. 7, p. 602; An. 
Seni. s. Ger. Rep. i. 5, p. 783; 
conf. Prec. c. 26, 141; De Alex. 
Virt. c. 3, p. 336; pict. Diss. 
ili, 2, 11; Geld, xviii. 13, 7; 
Tertullian, Apol. 39; not to 
mention others. 

© See Diog. 26; 31; 39; 64; 
41 (the lantern); Stob. Flor. 4, 
84. This eccentricity becomes 
a caricature in Menedemus, | 
Diog. 102. 

7 Diog. 83, 87, 93. 
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denial, despised as beggars, and feared as moralists, 
full of contempt for the follies, of pity for the moral 
miseries of their fellow men, they met both the 
wisdom and the effeminacy of their time with the 
rude vigour of a resolute will, hardened even to in- 
sensibility. Possessing the pungent, ever ready native 
wit of the plebeian, benevolent, with few wants, full 
of whims and jokes, and national even to their very 
dirtiness, they resemble in many points the friars of 
the Middle Ages ;' nor can it be doubted that, not- 
withstanding all their extravagances, their action was 
in many ways beneficial. For all that, philosophy 
could expect but little from this mendicant philo- 
sophy. Not until it had been supplemented by other 
elements, regulated and received into connection 
with a wider view of the world in the Stoa, was 
Cynicism able to bear fruit on a large scale. The 
Cynic School, as such, appears to have had only a very 
narrow extension, a fact which will not appear strange, 
considering the terrible severity of its demands. 
Besides it was incapable of philosophic expansion, 
and even its practical action was chiefly of a negative 
character. It attacked the vices and the follies of 
men. It required independence and self-denial, but 
it separated man from man. It placed the individual 
entirely by himself, thus offering play to moral pride, 


1 The Cynics really have a rean asceticism, which exer- 
historical connection with the cised, partly directly and 
monks of Christendom. The partly through the Essenes, so 
link between the two is the important an _ influence on 
Cynicism of the time of the eastern monasticism. 

Cesars, and the late Pythago- 


336 


CHAP. 
XII 


THE SOCRATIC SCHOOLS. 


vanity, and the most capricious whims, which were 
not left unindulged. The abstract sovereignty of the 
personal will resulted ultimately in individual caprice, 
and thus Cynicism trenched on the ground of the 
philosophy of pleasure, to which as a system it was 
diametrically opposed. 


THE CYRENAICS. 


CHAPTER XIV. 


THE CYRENAICS.! 


Respecting the Cyrenaic branch of the Socratic 
school, the information we possess is quite as im- 
perfect, or even more so, than that which we 


have touching the Cynics. 


Aristippus? of Cyrene,? 


the founder, had been brought to Athens‘ by a call 
from Socrates, whose extraordinary personal influ- 
ence had unusual attractions for him,® although his 


1 See Wendt, De Philosophia 
Cyrenaica, Gott. 1841. 

2 The accounts of ancient 
and the views of modern 
writers on the life of Aristip- 
pus are found in detail in 
H. ». Stein’s De Philosophia 
Cyrenaica, Part. prior. de vita 
Aristippi (Gott. 1855), which 
ought to have proceeded some- 
what more sceptically. There 
too are references to the earlier 
literature. 

* All authorities without ex- 
ception state this. His father 
is called Aritadas by Swid. ’Apt- 
oT iwwos. 

4 Aschin. in Diog. ii. 65, says 
that he came to Athens kara 
KAéos Xwxpdrovs, and Plut. 
Curios. 2, p. 516, gives full 
particulars how at the Olympic 
games he heard of Socrates and 


his teaching from Ischomachus, 
and was at once so taken by it 
that he did not rest till he had 
made his acquaintance. See 
Diog. ii. 78; 80. 

5 Aristippus is not only uni- 
eens described as a follower 
of Socrates (Diog. ii. 47; 74; 
80; Strabo, xvii. 8, 22, p. 837; 
Hus. Pr. Ev. xiv. 18, 31; Stein., 
p. 26), but he also regarded 
himself as such, and paid a 
tribute of most genuine respect 
to his teacher. According to 
Diog. ii. 76, he prayed that he 
might die like Socrates. Ibid. 
71, he says that if anything 
good can be truly repeated of 
himself, he owes it to Socrates, 
and Arist. Rhet. ii. 23; 1398, 
b, 29, says, ’Aplorirmos -xpds 
TtAdrwva  émaryyeArindrepdy ti 
eindyta, @s Geto’ GAAX phy 5 
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character was too weak to endure in the last trial.! 
From Cyrene, his luxurious home, which at that time 
was at the height of its wealth and power,? he had 
brought habits far removed from the simplicity and 
abstemiousness of Socrates.? Perhaps he had been 
already touched by those Sophistical influences which 
may be observed in his subsequent career. At any 
rate we may assume that he had attained to a certain 


éraipds y jpav, Epn, obdty roi0v- 
Tov, Aéyov thy Zoxpdrny (which 
Steinhart, Plat. Leben, 303, 17, 
contrary to the natural sense, 
refers to Plato’s too sanguine 
expectations of the younger 
Dionysius). We also see from 
Xen. Mem. i. 2, iii. 8, that he 
was on an intimate footing 
with Socrates; and Plato in 
blaming him, Phexdo, 59, C., 
for being absent from the circle 
of friends who met on the day 
of Socrates’ death, : evidently 
reckons him as belonging to 
this circle. Conf. Stein., p. 
25, who also, pp. 50 and 74, 
groups together the authorities 
respecting Aristippus’ relations 
to the pupils of Socrates. 

! Plato, 1. c., who however 
only says that Aristippus and 
Cleombrotus had been in 
Aigina; that on this fertile 
island they caroused on the 
day of their master’s death, as 
Demetr. de Elocut. 288, asserts, 
is barely possible. The accu- 
racy of Plato’s statement is 
indisputable, notwithstanding 
Diog. iii. 56; ii. 65; Dut 
whether Aristippus left Athens 
from excessive regard for his 
own safety, or whether his 
weakness led him to wish to 


escape the painful interval 
pending the death of Socrates, 
cannot be ascertained. 

? See Thrige, Res Cyrenen- 
sium, 191. 

* This may be gathered from 
Xen. Mem. ii. 1, 1, in addition 
to the proof afforded by his 
later conduct. That Aristippus 
belonged to a wealthy family 
would seem to be established 
by his whole mode of living, 
and by the journey which he 
undertook to Athens. 

4 We might have imagined 
that a city so rich and culti- 
vated as Cyrene (on this point 
see Thrige, 1. c., p. 340, 354), 
would not have been neglected 
by the Sophists, even if there 
were no express evidence to 
prove it. It is, however, known 
from Plato, Thextet. 161, B.; 
162, A., that the celebrated 
mathematician, Theodorus of 
Cyrene, was a friend of Pro- 
tagoras, and the principles of 
Protogoras are also afterwards 
met with in Aristippus. From 
the zeal with which Aristippus 
followed Socrates it may be 
further conjectured that the 
study of philosophy was to him 
no new thing. 


HISTORY OF THE CYRENAICS. 


maturity of thought when he first became acquainted 
with Socrates.! It is, therefore, no cause for wonder 


that this talented young man? met his teacher with 


a considerable amount of independence,’ not on the 
whole so blindly following him as to sacrifice his own 
peculiarities. He is even said to have come forward 
as a teacher before the death of Socrates;* that he 
did so afterwards is a better established fact, and 
also that, contrary to the principles of his greatest 
friend, but quite in harmony with the practice usual 
among the Sophists, he required payment for his 


instruction.® 


! The chronology of his life 
is very uncertain. Neither the 
time of his birth nor of his 
death is known to us. Accor- 
ding to Diodorus, xv. 76, he 
was living in 366 B.c., and 
Pilut. Dio. 19, tells us that he 
met Plato on his third visit to 
Sicily, which is placed in 361 
B.c. . But Diodorus probably 
derived from Dionysius his 
anecdote about the interview 
with Plato. Its accuracy can- 
not therefore be relied upon ; 
and as we are ignorant how old 
Aristippus was at the time, 
these accounts are anything 
but satisfactory. According 
to Diog. ii. 83, however, it 
would appear, he was older by 
several years than Aschines ; 
and it would also appear, from 
what has been said p. 337, 
4, that at the time he followed 
Socrates he was independent 
in his civil relations, and fur- 
ther that he was connected 
with him for several years. 

2 This is what he appears to 


In yet another point he followed the 


have been from all that is 
known. See Stein., p. 29. 

* See Xen. Mem. ii.1; iii. 8. 

* According to Diog. ii. 80, 
Socrates blamed him for taking 
pay for his instruction. How 
little dependence can be placed 
upon this story will be seen 
from the fact that Aristippus 
says, in his reply, that Socrates 
did the same, only taking less, 
Another passage, Diog. ii. 65, 
seems to imply, on the authority 
of Phanias, that Aristippus 
offered to give Socrates some 
of the money he had gained in 
this way. Perhaps, however, 
all that Phanias said was, that 
Aristippus had taken pay, and 
offered it to his teacher, with- 
out however bringing the two 
facts into closer temporal con- 
nection. 

§ Phanias in Diog. li. 65; 
Ibid. 72; 74; 80, where it is 
also stated in what way he de- 
fended this conduct. Alexis in 
Athen. xii. 544, e; Plut. Edu. 
Pu. 7, p. 4; Stob. Exc. e Floril, 


2 


339 


CHAP. 
XIV. 


CHAP. 


THE SOCRATIC SCHOOLS. 


example of the Sophists, by passing a great portion 
of his life in various places without any fixed abode.! 


Joan. Damasc. ii. 13, 145 (that 
Aristippus is meant here ap- 
pears from 146; conf. Diog. ii. 
68). Also Xen. Mem. i. 2, 60, 
appears to have an eye on him. 
The amount of these fees is 
estimated at 1000 drachmz by 
Plutarch, at 500 by Diog. 72. 

! He says of himself in Xen. 
Mem. ii. 1,13: 008 eis roAlreay 
duavrdy xaraxrelw, GAAa tdvos 
wayraxov eiul. In Plut. Virt. 
Doc. p. 2, p. 439, some one asks 
him: sxayraxod ob dpa ef; to 
which he replies with a bad 
joke. He is mentioned by later 
writers, often no doubt bad 
authorities, as having been in 
different places: in Megara, 
where he met with Aschines 
(Diog. ii. 62; conf. Ep. Socr. 
29): in Asia Minor, where he 
was imprisoned by the Persians, 
(Diog. ii. 79): in Corinth, 
where he revelled with Lais 
(Hermesianax in Ath. xiii. 599, 
b; Diog. ii. 71): in Agina, 
where he not only lived for a 
time after the death of So- 
crates, but where, according to 
Athen. xiii. 688, e; conf. xii. 
544, d, he every year took up 
his residence in company with 
Lais: and at Scillus, where 
Xenophon read to him his Me- 
morabilia, Ep. Socr. 18. Much 
in particular is told of his stay 
at the court of Syracuse, of his 
hostile encounter with Plato, 
and of many other adventures, 
which he there experienced. 
But in these notices there is 
great confusion, since at one 


time the elder Dionysius, at 
another the younger Dionysius, 
at another simply Dionysius, is 
spoken of. Conf. Stein., p. 57. 
It is asserted by the Scholiast 
on Lucian, Men. 13, that Aris- 
tippus was at Syracuse under 
the elder Dionysius. This 
statement is borne out by 
Hegesander in Athen. xii. 644, 
c; for the Antiphon there men- 
tioned was (according to Plu. 
De Adulat. 27, p. 68) executed 
by command of the elder 
Dionysius. The anecdote of 
his shipwreck in Galen. Ex- 
hort. c. 5, must be referred to 
the same time. It can only 
belong to his first visit to 
Sicily, but by Vitrwe. vi. Pre- 
fat. was transferred to the 
island of Rhodes. On this 
point see Stein. 61. On the 
other hand, Plut. Dio. 19, 
brings him into contact with 
Plato on Plato’s third journey 
to Sicily, 361 B.c., in the time 
of the younger Dionysius. The 
notices in Athen. xi. 507, b; 
Diog. ii. 66-69, 73, 75, 77-82, 
are indefinite, although the 
stories there told harmonise 
better with the court of the 
younger Dionysius than with 
that of his father. Nothing 
can however be laid down with 
certainty respecting the visits 
of Aristippus to Sicily. That 
he visited Sicily may be be- 
lieved on tradition. That he 
there met Plato is not impos- 
sible, though it is also possible 
that the account of this meet- 


HISTORY OF THE CYRENAICS. 


Subsequently he appears to have returned to his 
native city, and to have taken up his permanent 


residence there.! 


was a daughter, 


Here it is that we first hear of his 


ete} a lady of sufficient education 


family and his as The heiress to his principles 


to instruct her son,’ the younger Aristippus,‘ in his 


ing was invented in order to 
bring out the contrast between 
both philosophers. In fact, 
Plato’s journeys to Sicily were 
a favourite topic for later anec- 
dote mongers. But anyone of 
the above stories, taken by 
itself alone, must be accepted 
with caution; nor is it even 
certain that he visited both 
the Dionysiuses. When the 
younger one came to the throne 
(368 B.c.) he was at least 60 
years of age, and yet most of 
the stories which are told ap- 
pear to have reference to him. 
On the other hand, Aristippus 
there appears in a character 
better suited to his years of 
travel than to his later years. 
The supposed accidents of 
meeting between Aristippus 
and Plato probably went the 
round as anecdotes, without 
any attention having been paid 
to their historical connection ; 
and when this was done by 
subsequent biographers, it be- 
came impossible to find out 
what was fact. 

1 Whether this stay was 
shortened by frequent travels, 
whether Aristippus died in 
Cyrene or elsewhere, and how 
long he lived, are points un- 
known. For the journey to 
Sicily in 361 B.c. is, as we 


have seen, uncertain. The 
twenty-ninth letter, which So- 
crates is supposed to have 
addressed to his daughter from 
Lipara after his return, and 
in expectation of death, is 
valueless as a historical testi- 
mony, nor does it even render 
the existence of a correspon- 
ding tradition probable; and 
the bypothesis based on Diog. 
ii. 62, that Aristippus flourished 
at Athens in 356 has been with 
justice refuted by Stein., p. 82. 
Steinhart, Plat. Leben, 305, 33, 
proposes to read ’ApiororéAn for 
’Aplorixmoy in Diog. ii. 62, but 
the chronology is against this 
correction. revoiwroy would 
be better. 

2 Generally called Cyrenaics, 
more rarely Hedonists, as in 
Athen. vii. 312, f; xiii. 588, a. 

8 Who was thence called puy- 
tpodl3axtos. 

4 Strabo, xvii. 3, 22, p. 837; 
Clemens, Strom. iv. 523, A.; 
Hus. Pr. Ev. xiv. 18, 32; Theod. 
Cur. Gr. Aff. xi. 1; Diog. ii. 
72, 84, 86; Suid. ’Aplorixmos ; 
Themist. Or. xxi. 244. If, 
therefore, lian, H. Anim. iii. 
40, calls Arete the sister of 
Aristippus, it must be through 
an oversight. Besides this 
daughter he is said to have had 
another son, whom he did not 
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grandfather's philosophy. 


Besides this daughter, 


fEthiops and Antipater are also mentioned as pupils 


of the elder Aristippus.! 


His grandson, the younger 


Aristippus, is said to have instructed Theodorus, | 
called the Atheist ;? the fruits of Antipater’s teaching® 


own, Diog. 81; Stob. Floril. 76, 
14. Most likely this was only 
the child of an éraipa, although 
Stobeus calls his mother a 
wife. 

1 Diog. ii. 86. We know 
further from Cic. Tusc. v. 38, 
112, that Antipater bore the 
loss of sight with resignation. 
Cicero tells a somewhat tame 
joke. 

2? Diog. 86. This Theodorus 
appears to have belonged to 
the Optimates, who were driven 
from Cyrene in the party 
quarrels immediately after the 
death of Alexander, and took 
refuge with the Egyptian sove- 
reigns. Thrige, Res. Cyren. 
206. We hear of him as an 
exile in the last years of the 
fourth century (Plut. De Exil. 
16, p. 606; Diog. 103; Philo, 
Qu. Omn. Pr. Lib. 884, C.), in 
Greece, and particularly at 
Athens (Diog. ii. 100,116; iv. 
52; vi. 97), where a friend of 
Ptolemy’s, Demetrius Phaler- 
eus, helped him, between 316 
and 306 B.c., and subsequently 
at the court of Ptolemy, on 
whose behalf he undertook an 
embassy to Lysimachus (Diog. 
102; Citic. Tusc. i. 43, 102; 
Valer. vi. 2, 3; Philo, 1. «., 
Plut. An. Vittos. 3, p. 499; 
Stob. Floril. 2, 33). At last he 
returned to his own country, 
and was there held in great 
honour by Magus, the Egyptian 


governor, Diog. 103. What 
made him particularly notori- 
ous was his atheism. Indicted 
on this account at Athens, he 
was rescued by Demetrius, but 
obliged to leave the city (Diog. 
101; Philo.). The assertion 
of Amphicrates (in Diog. and 
Athen. xiii. 611, a), that he was 
put to death by a hemlock- 
draught, is contradictory to all 
we know of him. According 
to Antisth. in Diog. 98, he was 
@ pupil not only of Aristippus 
the younger, but also of Anni- 
ceris and of the dialectician 
Dionysius. It is however diffi- 
cult to see how he can have 
been younger than Anniceris. 
Suid. @e03. makes Zeno, Pyrrho, 
and Bryso (see p. 255, 1) his tea- 
chers, the first one probably 
with reason, the two others 
quite by mistake. Under 
Séxpar. he makes him a pupil 
of Socrates, at the same time 
confounding him with a mathe- 
matician from Cyrene of the 
same name (see p. 338, 4), who 
is known to us through Plato. 
In Diog. ii. 102, iv. 52, he is 
called a Sophist, i. e., one who 
took pay for his instraction. 

S According to Diog. 86, 
through Epitimides of Cyrene 
and his pupil Parzbates, the 
latter of whom is said to have 
studied under Aristippus. Suid. 
"Avulxepts. 
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ee, 


/ oe? fecal 
ere Hegesias¥ and Anniceris.? 


These three men 


established separate branches of the Cyrenaic School, 


which bore their respective names.® 


Amongst the 


pupils of Theodorus were Bio the Borysthenite,‘ and 
’ perhaps Euemerus, the well-known Greek rationalist,§ 


1 A cotemporary of Ptolemy 
Lagi, who is said to have pro- 
hibited him from lecturing, 
because he described the ills 
of life so graphically that many 
were led to commit suicide. 
Cio. Tusc. i. 34,83; Valer. Maa. 
viii. 9, 3; Plut. Am. Prol. 5, 
p- 497. Suicide was also the 
subject of his book °*Amoxap- 
tepav, Cio. 1c. Hence his 
hame [{leoi@dvaros, Diog. 86, 
Suid. ’Apler. 

2 Probably also under Ptole- 
my I., although Suidas, ’Ayvir., 
places him in the time of Alex- 
ander. Conf. Antisth. in Diog. 
ii. 88. 

® For the @eodépero: and their 
teaching see Diog. 97; Calli- 
machus in Athen. vi. 252, ¢; for 
the ‘Hynovaxol, Diog. 93 ; for the 
Caabgy ibid. 96; Strabo, 
xvii. 3, 22, p. 837; Clemens, 
She ii, 417, B.; Suid. ’Avyir. 
Strabo calls Anniceris 6 doxéy 
éxavopbGoa: Thy Kupnvaixhy alpe- 
ow kal wapayayelv abr’ abriis Thy 
*Avyixepelay. To the Annicereans 
belonged Posidonius the pupil, 
and probably also Nicoteles, the 
brother of Anniceris. Suid. 1. c. 

4 This individual lived at 
Athens and other places (Diog. 
iv. 46, 49, 53; ii. 135). Accord- 

to Diog. iv. 10, where, how- 
ever, the Borysthenite appears 
to be meant, he was acquainted 
with Xenocrates. In Diog. iv. 
46, 54, ii. 35; Athen. iv. 162, d, 


he appears as a cotemporary of 
Menedemus (see p. 281), and 
the Stoic Perseus (Zellor’s 
Stoics, &c.). He appears, there- 
fore, to have lived to the middle 
of the third century. Accord- 
ing to Diog. iv. 51, he left the 
Academy, which he first fre- 
quented, and joined the Cynics 
(which reads in our text of 
Diogenes as if he had deserted 
the Academician Crates, in 
order to become a Cynic, but 
this is not possible in point of 
time ; perhaps the original 
text meant that by the agency 
of Crates he was brought over 
from the Academy to Cynicism). 
He then turned to Theodore, 
and at last to Theophrastus, 
Diog. iv. 151. His free thought 
and the instability of his moral 
principles (Diog. iv. 49, 53) 
recall the School of Theodore, 
in which Numenius in Hus. Pr. 
Ev. xiv. 6, 5, actually places him. 
In other respects he is rather a 
literary wit than a philosopher. 
See Diog. iv. 46-57, various 
of his in Plutarch. 

$’ EK erus of Messene, ‘ac- 
cording to the most numerous 
and approved authorities; ac- 
cording to others, of Agri- 
gentum, Cos, or Tegea (see 
Sierokha, De Euhemero. K6- 
nigsbg. 1869, p. 27), is often 
mentioned in connection with 
Theodorus, Diagoras, and other 
Atheists (Sieroka, 19, 31). The 
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CuaPr. while amongst his contemporaries was Aristotle of 


= Cyrene.! 
B. Teach- The Cyrenaic teaching, the leading traits of which 
pe ldbeh undoubtedly belong to Aristippus,? like the Cynic, 


\ 


notion that Theodore was his 


teacher rests solely on hypo- 


thesis. For we have no busi- 
ness to write: Eifpepoy in Diog. 
ii. 97 instead of ’Exthupoy (with 
Nietzsche, Rhein. Mus. N. F. 
xxv. 231). Epicurus derived 
his views respecting the Gods 
mostly from Theodorus’ trea- 


tise wep) Oed». A connection’ 


with the Cyrenaic School is 
not in itself probable, since 
this was the only School which 
at that time busied itself with 
combating the popular belief. 
Doubtless, too, that tame reso- 
lutionof the myths into history, 
for which Euemerus is known, 
isalso quite after their taste ; in- 
deed, the Cynics who, together 
with the Cyrenaics, were at 
that time the representatives 
of free thought, did not resort 
to natural explanations, but to 
allegory. In point of time 
Kuemerus may easily have 
been a pupilof Theodorus. He 
lived under the Macedonian 


X Cassander (811 to 298 B.c.), 


the latter having sent him on 
that journey on which he 
visited the fabulous island of 
Fanchis, and pretended to 
have discovered in a temple 
there the history of the Gods, 


-‘w™ the account of which is given 


in his lepa dvaypaph. Diodor. 
in Hus. Pr. Ev. ii. 2, 55; Plt. 
De Is. 23, p. 360. Copious 
extracts from this work are 
found in Diodorus,v. 41-46, and 
fragments of the translation 


undertaken by Ennius, or of a 
revision of this translation in 
Lactant, Inst. i. 11, 13 (see 
Vahlen, Ennian. Poés. Reliq., 
p. xcili. f); 17, 22, 1. c. 169. 
Shorter notices of the con- 
tents of his treatise in Cte. 
N. D.i. 42, 119, followed by 
Minuc. Fel. Octav. 21,2; also 
in Strabo, ii. 3,5; 4,2; p.102, 
104; vii. 3, 6, p. 299; Plat. 
1. c.; Athen. xiv. 658, e; Seat. 
Math. ix. 171, 34; Aug. ©. D. 
vii. 26; Ep. 18; Serm. 273, 3; 
Higgin. Poet. Astron. ii. 12, 13, 
42,D. See also Steroka and 
Steinhart, Allg. Encykl. v. 
Ersch. d. Gr. i. vol. 39, 50; 
Miller, Frag. Hist. Graec. ii. 
100. . 
! According to Diog. ii. 113, 
president of a philosophical 
School in the time of Stilpo, 
apparently at Athens. Dio- 
genes there calls him Kupnpvai- 
nds. Atlian, however, V. H. 
x. 3, in recording a saying of 
his, calls him Kupnvaios. He is 
probably the Cyrenaic, who, 
according to Diog. v. 35, wrote 
a treatise wep) roinrixay., A say- 
ing in Stob. Floril. 63, 32, be- 
longs to him according to some 
MSS., but to Aristippus accord- 
ing to Cod. B. ; 

2 The thing is not altogether 
undisputed. us. Pr. Ev. xiv. 
18, 31, f, says of the elder 
Aristippus, without doubt on 
the authority of Aristocles : 
GAA’ obdts uty ofrws dy TE Havepe 
wep) réAous dieAdiato, Suvdues St 
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takes up the practical side of the philosophy of So- 
crates. Of Aristippus too, and his pupils, it was 


vis ebdapovlas rhy sSnudoracw 
Zraeyey ey jdovais xetcba. del 
yap Adyous wepl Hdovijs woiovpé- 
vous eis Srovlay Hye robs rpootdy- 
Tas abr@ rot Adyew réAos elvat 
7» HSéws (nv: and of the younger 
one, bs kal capes aploaro rédos 
elvas Td Hdéws Cav, Hdovhy evrdr- 
Tey Thy Kata Klynow. This 
testimony appears to be further 
corroborated by the fact that 
Aristotle, in refuting the doc- 
trine of pleasure, Eth. x. 2, 
does not mention Aristippus, 
but Eudoxus, as its representa- 
tive. To this must be added 
what Sosicrates and others, 
according to Diog. 84, main- 
tained, that Aristippus left no 
writings ; which would at least 


point to a lower development | 


of his teaching. Diog. ii. 64 
does not quite prove so much: 
wdyTwy pévrut Tov Zwkparicay 
Sarsywv mavalrios bAnbeis elvas 
Boxe? robs TIAdtwvos, Zevopayvros, 
*Avriobévous, Aicxivov: for, ac- 
cording to 84 in our text, 
Panzetius is quoted as an au- 
thority for a number of dia- 
logues of Aristippus. It may 
therefore be asked with Bran- 
dis, ii. a, 92, whether in 64, 
Aristippus’ name has not been 
omitted by some oversight ; on 
the other hand, A:arp:Bal were 
hardly dialogues: cf. Susemihi, 
Rhein. Mus. N. F. xxvi. 338. 
For these reasons Ritter, ii. 93, 
supposes that the views of 
Aristippus were not reduced to 
a connected form till a later 
time. The assertion of Sosi- 
crates however appears to be 
without foundation; for Dio- 


genes gives two lists of the 


works of Aristippus, which . 


agree in the main, and one of 
which was acknowledged by 
Sotion and Panztius. Theo- 
pompus knew of writings of 
his, for according to Athen. xi. 
508, c, he accused Plato of 
plagiarism from the diatribes 
of Aristippus. Allowing then 
that subsequent additions were 
made to the writings of Aris- 
tippus, it cannot be supposed 
that the whole collection is 
spurious. Perhaps in ancient 
times, and in Greece proper, 
these writings were less diffused 
than those of the other fol- 
lowers of Socrates. This fact 
may easily be explained, sup- 
posing the greater part of them 
not to have been written till 
Aristippus had returned to his 
native country. It may also be 
the reason why Aristotle never 
mentions Aristippus; perhaps 
he omitted him because he in- 
cluded him among the Sophists, 
Metaph. iii. 2, 996, a,32. The 
remarks of Eusebius can only 
be true in one sense, viz., that 
the elder Aristippus does not 
make use of the expression 
véXos, and does not put his sen- 
tences in the form which sub- 
sequently prevailed in the 
Schools. That he recommended 
pleasure, that he declared it to 
be a good in the most decided 
manner, that thus the leading 
features of the Cyrenaic teach- 
ing are due to him, cannot be 
doubted, taking into account 
the numerous witnesses which 
affirm it, nor would the unity 
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asserted, as well as of the Cynics, that they neglected 
questions touching nature and logic, giving to the 
study of ethics exclusive value. Nor is this assertion 


disprov 


by the fact that they were themselves un- 


able to keep clear of theory, the sole object of their 
\ teaching being to establish ethics, and indeed their 
; “\own exclusive pursuit of ethics.? The end to be secured 
by philosophy is the happiness of mankind. On this 
point Aristippus and Antisthenesagree. Antisthenes, ' 


of his School be otherwise 
comprehensible. Doubtless 
Plato wrote the Philebus with 
an eye to this philosopher, and 
Speusippus had written on 
Aristippus, Diog. iv. 5. 

1 Diog. ii. 92: aplorayro 82 
wal Toy Quvomay 3a Thr eupavo- 
pévny dxaradnylay, ray dt AoyiKey 
bea Thy edypnorlay frrovro. Me- 
Adaypos 8t . . . wal KAeirépaxos 
- . . Gaoly adrots xpnora iryei- 
o0a: 76 Te puoixdy pépos Kal 7d 
Siarextixdy, Sbvacbau yaped Adve 
wal Secordasovlas exrds elva: xal 
Toy wep Gavdrou @dBoy expet-yew 
toy wep) d&yaber Kal Kxaxa@y Adyor 
éxpenabyndéra, Sert. Math. vii. 
11: Sexoto: 8 xard rivas Kal of 
asd rijs Kuphyns pévov howd (eoOat 
7d }0ixdy pépos wapawéuweiy St 1d 
gvomdy nal 7d Aoyimdy és pndey 
apos rh ebdapdvws Brody ovvep- 
yeourra. Plut. in Hus. Pr. Ev. i. 
8, 9: "Aploriwwos 5 Kupnyaios 
tédes dyalay Thy itorhy, xaxav 
32 rhy dAaynddva, rhy 52 BAAny 
pusiodoylay weprypdpe, pydvor 
ewpédrov elas Adyor rh (nreiv* 
“Orr: rot dy peydpoo: xaxdy 7’ 
kyabdy re rérucra:, which is also 
told of Socrates and Diogenes. 
Arist. Met. ii. 2, 996, a, 32: 
Gore 3 raira ter cogictéy 


vives oloy ’Aplorinnos xpoewnAd- 
xiCov abras [ras pabnuarids 
émiorhpas | dy uty yap rais SAAas 
Téxvais, Kal tais Bavatcos, oloy 
rexroviky kal oxuTich, didre 
Bévtiov 4) xeipoy AdyerGa: xdvra, 
Tas 5 pabyparixnas obPéva woieia- 
Ga: Adyow wep) dyalary Kal KaKxwr. 
The same in Alex. on the pas- 
sage Schol. in Arist. 609, b, 1; 
Ps. Alex. on Met. xiii. 3; 1078, 
a, 33; Ibid. 817, a, 11; Syrian 
in Metaph. Arist. T. V. 844, b, 
6; 889, b, 19. Compare the 
language of Aristippus in Diog. 
ii. 71,79; Plut. Ed. Pr. 10, 7. 

2 According to the sense in 
which it is understood, it is 
equally true to say that they 
set logic aside and that they 
made use of it. See p. 347, 2. 
Of what was afterwards called 
logic, they appropriated just as 
much as was necessary for their 
theory of knowledge, but they 
assigned no independent value 
to it, nor did they extend their 
study of it beyond what was 
wanted for their purposes. 
Conf. Sen. Ep. 89, 12: Cyren- 
aici naturalia cum rationalibus 
sustulernunt et contenti fuerunt 
moralibus, sed hi quoque, quae 
removent, aliter inducunt. 
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‘however, knows of no happiness which does not im- 


| mediately coincide with virtue, and thus makes virtue 


| 
| 
| 
| 


| the only object in life. Aristippus, on the other hand, 


considers only enjoyment an end in itself, and only 
pleasure an unconditional good,' regarding everything 
else as good and desirable only in as far as it isa 
means to enjoyment.? Both Schools therefore at the 
very commencement diverge in opposite directions, 


_ their divergence, however, not preventing their subse- 


‘| quent approach to a greater extent than might seem 


at first sight to be possible. 
The ground thus occupied was worked out by 


Aristippus and his pupils as follows.® 


' Aristippus in Xen. Mem. ii. 
1,3: éuaurby tolvuy tdrrw eis 
tovs BovAonévos J pgord te Kal 
fiiora Butrevew. Cic. Acad. iv. 
42, 131: alii voluptatem sum- 
mum bonum esse voluerunt: 
quorum princeps Aristippus. 
Ibid. Fin. ii. 6, 18; 13, 39; 
Diog. 87: nrovhy . . « hv Kah 
Tédos elvat, 88: h HSovh BV airhy 
alper) kal dyady. Athen. xii. 
§44,a: ['Aplorimxos| dmodetduevos 
Thy ‘HBurdGe.ay TauTny vréXos elvat 
Epn wal dy abrya thy eddatpoviav 
BeBAjo@a. Euseb. 1. c. p. 296, 
1. The same view is mentioned 
and attacked by Plato, Gorg. 
491, E.; Rep. vi. 505, B. (See 
above p. 312, 1), and Philebus, 
1l, B., where it is thus des- 
cribed : &{AnBos yey roivuy dyaddy 
oh gnot Td xalpew waco: (dos 

wal rhy novhy nal ad kal 8ca 
Tov yévous éot) robrou obpowva, 
Lbid. 66, D.: rayaddy éridero 
qty S8orhy elvas wagay Kal way- 
TeAj. That Plato had Aristip- 


Perceptions, 


pus in mind will be presently 
shown in respect of the Phile- 
bus, and it is therewith proved 
for the Republic, which refers 
to the Philebus. 

* Diog. ii. 91: thy opdvnow 
dyabby pey elvar Adyouciy, ob 3: 
éaurhy 5e alperhy, GAAd Bid rd UE 
abriis wepryswéueva. 92: Kal roy 
wAovToy St rointixdy jdoviis elvas, 
ob 8 abrdy alperby Byra. Cie. 
Off. iii. 33, 116: Cyrenaici at- 
que Annicerei -philosophi nom- 
inati omne bonum in voluptate 
posuerunt ; virtutemque censu- 
erunt ob eam rem esse laudan- 
dam, quod efficiens esset vol- 
uptatis. To this sentence of 
Aristippus, Wendt, Phil. Cyr. 
28, and Ast refer the passage of 


the Phxdo, 68, E., but without 


reason. It refers to common 
unphilosophical virtue. 

§ The Cyrenaics divided their 
ethics into five parts. Seat. 
Math. vii. 11: xalro: wepirpé- 
wec@a: robrous 01 vevopixacw 
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being feelings of a change within ourselves, do not 
supply us with the least information as to things in 


themselves. 


We may be indeed conscious of having 


a sensation of sweetness, whiteness, and so forth ; 
but whether the object which causes the sensation is 
sweet, or white, is unknown to us. One and the same 
thing often produces an entirely different effect upon 


different persons. 


How then can we be sure, that in 


any given case, whether owing to the nature of our 
organism or to the circumstances under which we 
receive the impression, things do not appear to us 
entirely different from what they are in themselves ? 
Knowledge, therefore, is limited to our own feelings ; 
as to these we are never mistaken; but of things in 


themselves we know absolutely nothing.! 


ef dy rd HOcxdy Siacpotow els re 
voy wep ray alperav Kal pevxtay 
vémov xal eis toy rept Tay rabay 
wal er: eis Thy wep) trav xpdtewy 
xal f3n roy wept tay aitlwy, Ka) 
Terevraioy els roy wepl ray xic- 
Tewy éy rotrots yap 6 weph aitiwy 
tTénos, pacly, éx Tov puciod pépous 
eriyxavev, 6 5 weph wlorewy ex 
Tov Aayikov. Sen. Ep. 89, 12 
(according to what has been 
said, p. 346, 2): in quinque enim 

es moralia dividunt, ut una 
sit de fugiendis et expetendis, 
altera de adfectibus, tertia de 
actionibus, quarta de causis, 
quinta de argumentis: causz 
rerum ex naturali parte sunt, 
argumenta ex rationali, acti- 
ones ex morali. We cannot, 
however, tie our faith to this 
account, not knowing how the 
subject was divided among 
these several parts, nor how old 


Just as 


and universal the division is. 
That it was not made by Aris- 
tippus may be gathered from 
the statements as to his wri- 
tings. In the division rep} xic- 
tewy probably the theory of 
knowledge was treated, and in 
the preceding one the theory of 
motion. 

1 Cie. Acad. ii. 46, 143: aliud 
judicium Protagore est, qui 
putet id cuique rerum esse, quod 
cuique videatur: aliud Cyren- 
aicorum, qui preter permo- 
tiones intimas nihil putant esse 
judicii. Ibid. 7, 20: de tactu, 
et eo quidem, quem philosophi 
interiorem vocant, aut doloris 
aut voluptatis, in quo Cyren- 
aici solo putant veri esse judi- 
cium. Plut.adv. Col. 24, 2, p. 
1120: [of Kupnvaixol] 7a wdOn 
kal ras hayraclas év abrots ridév- 
Tes odK govTo THY &xd TovTar 
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little do we know of the feelings of other people. 
There may be common names, but there are no com- 


wlorw elvas Siapeh wpds tas dtp 
Tév mpayudrov KaraBeBudoes, 
BAA’ Sowep ev wodsopkia Tay éxrds 
droordyres eis Ta wdOnKkaTéxAccav 
airods. 7d gaivera: ridduevor, 
7d 8 éorl uh mpocanopavspevos 
wepi ray exrds . . . yAukalver Oa 
yap Aéyouar Kal mikpalverOa Kah 
gwrl(ecbar nal oKxotodcba ray 
wabay robrwy éxdoroy Thy evépyeayv 
olxclay évy aitqg xal dneplowacroy 
Exovros * ei St yAuad 7d pérr Kab 
mwucpos 5 OadAdbs x.7.A. bd worAAGy 
dyrimaprupercbas nal Onplwy rad 
wpayudtoyv Kal dvOparwy, Tay wey 
duc xepaivdvrwy [add 7d wey] ray 
32 wpocienévwy Thy BaddAlav, Kat 
droxaouévwy txd Tis xaAd(ns, Kad 
karapuxopéver ord olvov, kal mpds 
Friov apBrvwrrévtwy nat vinrwp 
Baerdvrwv, 80ev eupévovca ois 
ad0cow 7 Séta Siarnper 7d dva- 
dprnroy: éxBalvovoa 8 Kah 
mwoAumpayyovovca Te Kplvew Kal 
dwodatverOat rep) ray exrds, abrhy 
Te mToAAdKIS Tapdooe Kal pdxerat 
mpos érdpous and Tay abray évay- 
tla xd0n Kal Siapdpous payraclas 
AcpBdvovras. Seat. Math. vii. 
191, who gives the most detailed 
account, but probably to a great 
extent in his own language: 
gaclv ody of Kupnvaixol xpirhpia 
elva: ra wdOn Kal pdva Karadap- 
BdverOa: nal tpevota thyxaveir, 
Tév 8 reroinkérav Ta ndOn pnddey 
elvar KataAneidy pnde adiaipev- 
orov’ 817i piy yap AevKavdpueba, 
gack, nat yAuxa(dueba, Suvardy 
Adyew GBi:aedorws . . . Bri Be 
7d euromtixdy Tov wdBovs AeuKdy 
dors Hh yAund eorw, ody oldy 7’ 
dmxopalveaba. eixds ydp eors Kal 
brd ph Acvxod Twa AevKayTiKds 


SiareOjva: nal bed ph ‘yAurdos 


yhuxavO7jvat, just as a diseased 
eye or a mad brain always sees 
things different from what they 
are. o8tw xal quas evAoydrardy 
for: xAéoy tay oixelovy wabay 
pndéy AauBdvew Svvacba. If, 
therefore, we understand by 
paydueva individual impressions 
(xd6n), it must be said mdyra 
Te hawspeva GAnOi Kal Kara- 
Anrrd, If, on the contrary, every 
name means the thing by which 
the impression is produced, all 
gavdueva are false and cannot 
be known. Strictly speaking, 
pévoy 7d wd0os Huiv eort pavd- 
pevoy Td 8 éxrds Kal Tov wd@ovs 
roinrikoy taxa pév eorw by od 
pavduevoy 8 juiy. Kal rabry 
wept uty ra wn rh ye oineia 
advres dopey awraveis, wept 5é 7d 
éxrds Sroxeluevoy wdvres whavd- 
peda’ Kaneiva wey dort naradnrra, 
Touro St dxaraAnrrov, THs Yuxis 
awdyu aoGevous xalerrdons mpds 
Sidyvwotv abrot rapa Tovs rérous, 
mapa Ta SiaocThuara, mapa Tas 
Kuvhoes, mapa Tas ueTaBords, rapa 
hAAas wapwrnbeis airias. See 
Pyrrh. i. 215; Diog. ii. 92: ra 
ve wd0n KaTadnwra, eAeyov otr 
abra, obx ad’ dy ylvera. bid. 
93: ras aloOhoes ph wdytore 
dAnGedew. Ibid. 95 of the School 
of Hegesias, which does not in 
this respect differ from others : 
dvpfpouy 8t kad ras aicdhoes cbt 
dxpiBotoas thy éxiyywow. Aris- 
totle in Hus. Prep. Ev. xiv. 19, 
1: &ffjs 3° dy elev of Adyorres udva 
vk «wdOn Karadnnrd, rovTo 3 
elxov tor trav ex ris Buphyns 
(which in the face of the defi- 
nite statements of Cicero, Plu- 
tarch and Sextus, does not prove 
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mon feelings, and when two persons say that they 
have felt the same thing, neither of them can be cer- 
tain that he has experienced the same feeling as the 
other, since he is only conscious of his own state and 


not of that of another.! 


Thus, like Protagoras,? the Cyrenaics regard all 
notions as relative and individual; their view differ- 
ing from his in this respect only that they refer 
notions more directly to internal feelings, and leave 
out of sight*® Heraclitus’ doctrine of perpetual flow 


that this doctrine did not be- 
long to the whole School, nor 
can this be intended. Conf. c. 
18, 31). . . aadpevo: yap EAeyor 
«al reuvdpevo: yropl(ew, 871 xa- 
aoxoty ri° wérepov 5 rd Kaioy en 
wip 47d réuvoy ol8npos obx Exew 
elwety, Sextus, Math. vi. 53, 
says: péva gacly swdpyew ra 
adn, BrArdAo Bt od0dy. S0ev Kat 
Thy devny, ph obcay wdfos &dAAS 
wd0ous romrixhy, ph ylverOa: Tov 
brapxréy. But this is inaccu- 
rate. The Cyrenaics, we gather 
from the above, cannot have 
denied the existence of things, 
but only our knowledge of their 
existence. This whole theory 
probably belongs to the elder 
Aristippus, as will be probable 
from a passage in Plato soon to 
be mentioned. Against Tenne- 
man’s notion (Gesch. d. Phil. ii. 
106) that it first came from 
Theodorus, see Wendt, Phil. 
Cyr. 45. 

1 Seat. Math. vii. 195: Ever 
ob3t xpirfpidy acs elvas xowdy 
dvOparay, ovduata dt xowd Ter bar 
wTois Kpiuact. Aeuxdy pey ydp te 
kal yAuxd Kadota: owas wdyres, 
xowdy Sé Ti Acuxds ® yAuKd ob« 


Exovew> xarros ydp rod idlov 
xdOous dvrirauBdvera:, +d dt ef 
TovTo T) wdOos awd AevKoD éyyi- 
vera: ait nal 7G wédAas, oft’ 
abrdos Suvara: Adyey, wh dvadexd- 
pevos Td rov wéAas wdOos, obre 5 
wéAas, un dvadexdsuevos Td éxelvov 
» . . ThXQ yap eyo pey obra 
ovyxéxpina os AevxalverOas dxd 
tov twey xpoonlxrovres, erepos 
8t oSrw Kareoxevacpévny Exe: Thy 
aobnow, Gore érépws diareOijvas, 
in support of which the example 
of a jaundiced or diseased eye- 
sight is adduced. It follows 
then: cove pty judas dvduara 
Tibévar Trois mpdypact, wdOn 3é ye 
Eyerw ia. 

2 Zeller’s Phil. d. Griech, i. 
869. 

* The last point has been too 
much lost sight of by Schleier- 
macher (Plato’s Werke, ii. 1, 
183), who considers the de- 
scription of the Protagorean 
teaching in the Thestetus to be 
chiefly meant for Aristippus, 
whose view does not absolutely 
coincide with that of Protago- 
ras. See Wendt, Phil. Cyr. 37. 
On the other hand, the differ- 
ence between them is exagger- 
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as something not wanted for their purposes and 
transcending the limits of human knowledge.' If 
knowledge, however, be confined to knowledge of 
feelings, it follows on the one hand that it would be 
absurd to seek for a knowledge of things, such know- 
ledge being once for all impossible; and thus the 
sceptical attitude assumed by the Cyrenaics in respect 
to knowledge, was the ground of their conviction of 


the worthlessness of all physical enquiries.? 


On the 


other hand, for this very reason feeling only can give 


ated by the Academician in 
Cic. (see p. 348, 1), who ascribes 
to Protagoras a view entirely 
different from that of the Cy- 
renaics, and by Hus. Pr. Ev. xiv. 
19, 5, who after discussing the 
Cyrenaics introduces Protagoras 
with these words : érera: rotrois 
ody cuveterdoa: cad Tous Thy évar- 
vlay BadiCovras, xal xdvra xpyvas 
wicredey Tais Tov cdparos aicOh- 
oeow Spicanévous, for Protagoras 
only asserted the truth of all 
perceptions in the sense that 
they were all true for him who 
perceived them, that things 
were to each one what they ap- 
peared to him to be. In this 
sense the Cyrenaics, as Sextus 
has rightly shown, declared all 
to be true, but both they and 
Protagoras said nothing about 
objective truth, Hermann’s 
objection here to Ges. Ab. 
235, on the ground that Prota- 
goras was far more subjective 
than Aristippus, since Aristip- 
pus presupposed an agreement 
amongst men in describing their 
impressions, is still more at 
variance with the statements of 
Cicero and Eusebius, to which 


Hermann appeals,for they do not 
make Protagoras more subjec- 
tive than Aristippus, but Aris- 
tippus more subjective than Pro- 
tagoras. In the next place it is 
not correct. Of course Prota- 
goras did not deny that certain 
names were used by all, he even 
treated himself of the ap@érns 
évoudrwv (Zeller’s Phil. d.Griech. 
i. 933, 1), but what is the use 
of agreeing in names when the 
things differ? The Cyrenaics 
are only more accurate than 
Protagoras in asserting that 
perceptions which are called by 
the same name are not the same 
in different persons. But there 
is no disagreement in the teach- 
ing of the two. 

1 Had they acted consistently 
they must have regarded as such 
every attempt at a natural ex- 
planation of our perceptions, 
We must, therefore, not be mis- 
led by Plut. N. P. Suav. Vivi 
Sec. Epic. 4, 5, p. 1069, so as to 
attribute to them the view of 
Democritus about pictures and 
emanating forms. 

2 As . li, 92 remarks, 
(See p. 346, 1.) 
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the rule by which the aim of actions is determined 
and their value tested. For things being only known 
to us in our own feelings, the production of certain 
feelings is all that can be attained by action; hence 
the best thing for us will be what is most gratifying 
to our feelings.' Here from the Cyrenaic theory of 
knowledge follow those ethical principles, which in 
other ways also it was their main object to establish. 

All feeling, as Aristippus assumes, following Pro- 
tagoras, consisting in an emotion in him who experi- 
ences it, if the motion be gentle, there arises a feeling 
of pleasure ; if rough and violent,? of pain; if again 


' Seat. Math. vii. 199 : dvdaAoya 
Bt elva: Soxe? rots wept xpirynploy 
Aeyouévats Kata robrous Tovs ky- 
Spas al rd wepl reAdy Aeydpueva * 
Sixes yap ta wdOn nal ex ra 
Térn. Tbid. 200. 

2 Huseb. Pr. Bv. xiv. 18, 32, 
says of the younger Aristippus 
on the authority of Aristocles : 
apels yap tpn xaraordces elva 
wepl Thy huerépay obykpaciw * play 
pey nad’ hy dAyotpev, douviay rE 
xara OddAacoay xemave * érépov St 
nad’ ty nddpeda, rG Acly xvduare 
épopotounévny * elvat yap Aciay xl- 
ynow thy 7Sovhy olply wapaBad- 
Aopévny dvéup> rhy 8 rolrnv 
péony elva: xardoracw, na’ tv 
obre ad-yotper obre 7ddu€0a,yarnvi 
wapax\fovov odcay. Diog. ii. 86, 
says almost the same thing of 
the older Cyrenaic school: 3%0 
3d0n ioloravro, wévov Kad ndovhy, 
Thy piv Aclav xlvnow rhy jdorhy, 
roy 5& xévov rpaxeiay lynow. 
Tbid. 89, 90: péoas re Kara- 
ordcets wyduatoy andoviay al 
émoviay, Seat. Pyrrh. i. 215: 
[% Kupnvaixh &ywyh] thy ndovhv 


Kad thy Aclav THs capKxds xlynosy 
rédos elvat Aéye:. Math. vii. 199: 
Tay yap rdbwy Ta péy tory 78éa, 
7a St dAvyewd, ra dt peratd. That 
these statements come, on the 
whole, from the elder Aristip- 
pus, appears to beestablished by 
several passages in the Philebus. 
After Socrates (p. 31, B.) has 
there shown that pain consists 
in a violation, and pleasure in 
a restoration, of the natural 
connection between the parts of 
a living being, he appends (p. 
42, D.) the question: What 
would happen if neither of these 
changes were to take place? 
The representative of the theory 
of pleasure havingansweredin a 
way afterwards repeated by 
Plato, Rep. ix. 583, C., that in 
this case there would be neither 
pleasure nor pain, he continues: 
adAdor’ elwes * GAAG yap, oluas, 
765 Aéyeis, ws del rt rTobrap 
dvaryKaioy juiv cuuBalvey, as of 
copol mac: del ytp dravra tow 
ve wal xdrw pet. Accordingly 
the answer is modified to mean 


‘PLEASURE 


AND PAIN, 


we are in a state of repose, or the motion is so weak 
as to be imperceptible, there is no feeling either of 
pleasure or pain. Of these three states, only that 


of pleasure is absolutely desirable. 


Hereto nature 


bears witness; all following pleasure as the highest 
end, and avoiding nothing so carefully as pain,' unless 
indeed their judgment be perverted by unfounded 


fancies.” 


that great changes produce 
pleasure and pain, but small 
ones neither. To the same view 
he comes back (on p. 53, C.), 
with the words: dpa wep) doris 
obk = axnneduey, as del yévecis 
dori, ovcla 5 odn Fort 7d Rapdray 
Hdovis; xoupot yap &h riwes ad 
Troutoy thy Adyoy émixeipovcr 
pnview juiv, ols Set xdpw Exeuw. 
These latter words clearly prove 
that the assertion, all pleasure 
consists in motion, had been 
uttered by some one else, when, 
Plato wrote the Philebus ; and 
since with the exception of 
Aristippus no one is known to 
whom they could be referred 
(Protagoras did not draw the 
ethical conclusions of his prin- 
ciples), since moreover this as- 
sertionis universally attributed 
to the School of Aristippus, 
since too the epithet kopipds 
suits him best, it is most pro- 
bable that both this passage 
and the passage connected with 
it on the two kinds of motion 
and rest, are his. The same 
applies to the remark, that 
small changes make no impres- 
sion. Likewise, Diog. ii. 865, 
says of Aristippus: réAos 3’ 
axépave rhy Aslay xlynow eis 
atc@now dvadidoudvny, according 
to which not every slight mo- 


A 


To put freedom from pain in the place of 


tion is felt or produces plea- 
sure. Perhaps it is in reference 
to this that Avist. Eth. N. vii. 
13, 1153, a, 12, says: 8d Kat od 
KaAGs exe 7d aloOhrny yéveow 
odvat elvar thy HSovhy. Nor can 
we allow that there is a dis- 
crepancy (as Susemihl, Genet. 
Entw.d. Plat. Phil. ii. 35, note, 
720 asserts) between the lan- 
guage of Plato, p. 42, D., and 
the statements which attribute 
to Aristippus the assumption of 
an intermediate state between 
pleasure and pain. Hence we 
cannot countenance the con- 
jecture that Aristippus acquired 
from Plato the more accurate 
limitation of his teaching. 
Why did not Aristippus say: 
We are at all times in a state 
of gentle or violent motion, but 
pleasure or pain only arises, 
when Wwe become conscious of 
this motion? Yet this is exactly 
what he did say according to 
Diogenes, and what Plato 
makes his representative say, 
though certainly not without 
some conversational help. 

1 Mog. 88; 87; Plato, Phil. 
11, B. See above p. 347, 1. 

2 Diog. ii. 89: Stvacba S€ 
gam wal thy Hdovhy twas pr 
aipetobat Kara diacTrpophy, 


A 
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Cuar, pleasure would not be correct, for where there is no 
XIV. emotion, enjoyment is as little possible as pain, the 
condition being one of insensibility, asin sleep.! Thus 
the good comes to be identical with what is agree- 
able—with pleasure; the evil, with what is disagree- 
able, or unpleasant ; what affords neither pleasure nor 

pain can be neither good nor evil.? 
se rf - } From this view it follows, as a matter of course, 
good. that individual feelings of pleasure must, as such, be 


the ends of all actions. Simple repose of mind, that 
freedom from pain, in which Epicurus at a later time 
placed the highest good, cannot, for the reason just 
given, be this good.? It also appeared to the Cyrenaics 
unsatisfactory to make the happiness of the whole 


life the point to be kept in view, and to make it the 


1 Diog. 89: 4 St rot &Ayotvros 
inetalpeots (as elpnta aap’ ’Em- 
copy) Sone? abrots ph elves Hdovh, 
obdé H ankovia dAynddv. ey Kivh- 
oe yao elvas duporépa, uh ot rns 
rhs &xovlas Rris &ndovias xiwh- 
cwews. erel 4 adrovia ofoy nabed- 
Sovtéds éort xardoracis. Such 
explicit statements probably be- 
long to a later time, and are due 
principally to the School of 
Anniceris in contrast to Epi- 
curus, according to Clemens, 
Strom. ii. 417 B. 

2 Sext. Matt. vii. 199: 7d yey 
dAyewa rand pacww elvat, av TédAos 
dAyndov, 7a Bt Hdla dyabd, oy 
rédos édorly ddidevoroy jdovh, TA 
St perati ore dryabd obre wand, 
wy réaos Td obre Gyabdy otre 


xaxdy, Sxep wdfos ecrl perat 
ndovns Kal adynidvos. See p. 
352, 2. 


3 See p. 300, 1. Diog. ii. 87: 


Hdovhy pévror Thy rot cduaros 
fv wal rédos elvat, xaOd pnoe wad 
Tlavalrios dy rg wept ray aipécewr, 
ob Thy Karacrnparuchy 7dorhy 
thy én dvapice Grynddéver Kal 
oloy aynxAnolay, hy 5 °’Exixuupos 
dwodéxeras kal rédos elval pnor. 
Perhaps the words in Cic. Fin. 
li. 6, 18 (after his having said 
similar things, i. 1, 39), are 
taken from a similar passage : 
aut enim eam voluptatem tue- 
retur, quam Aristippus, i.e. qua 
sensus dulciter ac jucunde mo- 
vetur ... nec Aristippus, qui 
voluptatem summum bonum 
dicit, in voluptate ponit non 
dolere. 13, 39: Aristippi Cy- 
renaicorumque omnium ; quos 
non est veritum in ea voluptate 
quz maxime dulcedine sensum 
moveret, summum bonum po- 
nere, contemnentes istam va- 
cuitatem doloris. 


THE HIGHEST GOOD. 


aim of mankind to procure for themselves the highest 
sum total of enjoyments that can be in this life. 
Such a principle requires the past and the future as 
well as the present to be included in the pursuit, 
neither of which are in our power, and which certainly 
afford no enjoyment. A future feeling of pleasure is 
an emotion which has not yet begun; a past one is 
one which has already ceased.! The one only rule of 
life is to cultivate the art of enjoying the present 
moment. Only the present is ours. Forbear then 
to trouble for that which is already past and for that 
what may never be yours.? 


1 Diog. 87: Sone? 8 adrois kad 
rédos ebdatpovlas S:apepew. réAos 
pey yap elva: thy xara pépos 
qsorvhv, evdaiovlay 3t 7d en Trav 
Bepixay joovay obornua, als cuva- 
pOuodvyra Kal al rappxnkvias Kat 
af wéAAovoa, elvat re Thy pept- 
Khy ASovhy 8C abrhy alperhy: Thy 
-8 evdarpoviay od 3: airhy, GAAA 
dia ras Kard pépos yoovds. 89: 
AAG phy ov8t Kara prhuny raov 
ayaa} rpogdoxiay Wdorhy pac 
GroreAciobas, 8wep Hperxev 'Em- 
Kotpy. exrAvecOaur yap Te xpdve 
7) THs Wuxs Klynua. bid. 91: 
Gpret 3¢ nay kard play [jdorhr] 
Tis mpoo'riwrovgay noéws émavd-yp. 
Athen. xii. 544, a: [’Aplorinmos] 
déxrodetduevos rhy joumdbe:ay 7ab- 
anv rédos elvar én Kal ev a’ri 
why ed8aiporlay BeBAjcba Kad 
povdxpovoy adrhy elvat + rapawAn- 
alws Trois dodrois ore thy pyhpny 
T&v yeyovuiay &wodatbcewy mpds 
airdy tyotmevos ofre Thy dArlda 
Tov eropévwy, GAN bv pdvy 7d 
&yaldy xplvoy re wdpovrs, Td Se 
d&mrodcAaucéva: Kal dmrodatcev ob- 
Sey vopilwy xpos abrdy, Td wey as 


ode &1° By, 7d 5é oFtrw Kal BSnAov. 
Atlan. V.H. xiv. 6 : advv opédpa 
eppwomévas eficer A€yew 4 *Api- 
orTirnos, wapeyyvav, phre Trois 
mwapedOovow emikduvey, wire Tov 
anidyrwy mpoduvery ° evdupulas yap 
Seiypua 1rd TowotrTo, Kal TAew did- 
vous axdietis * rporérarre 8é é¢’ 
Hepa Thy wapny Exe nat ad 
warty THS Tmépas én’ exelyy TE 
pépee Ka? % Exaoros 4 mpdrre 
Teh evvoe: pdvow yap tpackey 
hpérepoy elvat td wapdy, phre 5t 
Td pOdvov uhre rd xpocdoxdpevov : 
Td wey yap drodwAévas, To St &5n- 
Aov elva: efwep torat. There can 
be no doubt that Aristippus 
had already propounded these 
views, his whole life presup- 
posing them, and his other 
views immediately leading to 
them, p. 352, 2. The precise for- 
mularising of them may very 
possibly belong to the period 
of Epicurus. 

2 Diog. 66: dwéAave pty yap 
PAplorinxos] jiovijs ray wapdy- 
Twy, ovK Ohpa 32 adyy thy and- 
Aauow Tey ov wapdyTwy * Sey Kar 
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The character of the things whence the feeling of 
pleasnre arises is in itself unimportant. Every plea- 
sure as such is a good, nor is there in this respect 
any difference between one enjoyment and another. 
They may spring from various, even from opposite 
sources, but considered by themselves, they are all 
alike, one is as good as the other, a pleasurable emo- 
tion, and as such always a natural object of desire.! 
The Cyrenaics therefore can never allow that there 
are pleasures not only declared by law and custom 
to be bad, but bad by their very nature. In their 
view pleasure may be occasioned by a disreputable 
action, but in itself it is nevertheless good and de- 


sirable.? 


At the same time this principle received several 
limitations by means of which its severity was con- 
siderably toned down, and its application restricted. 
In the first place, the Cyrenaics could not deny that 


Awoyévns BaoirAixdy xdva Ereyer 
adr dp. 

1 Diog. 87: ph Siapépew re 
hdsovhy Aeovis, pnde Hdidy ve 
elvat. Plato, Phileb. 12, D., 
where the champion of plea- 
sure answers the objection of 
Socrates that good pleasur:s 
must be distinguished from 
had ones thus: eiol péey yap 
an’ dvayriwy.... ara: mpaypud- 
twv, od phy abral ye GAAhAaS 
évaytias’ mas yap ndovh ye ndory 
uh ovx duodrarov ky fn, Tubro 
aitd éautq@, wdvTor, xpnudrwy ; 
Wbid. 13, A.: Aéyes yap ayala 
advta elvac ta idé€a, how is 
this possible in the case of the 
‘worst pleasures? to which Pro- 


tarchus replies: was Aéyes & 
Swnpores; ofer ydp twa cvyxaph- 
cecGa, Oéuevov Hdovhy elvas tarya- 
Ody, efra avéterOal cov AéyorTos 
Tas pty elval rivas &yabas Adovads, 
was 5€ twas értpa$ adray Kxaxds. 
Just as little will Protarchus 
(36, C.) allow that there is 
imaginary pleasure and pain. 
See p. 347, 1. 

2 Diog. 88: elva: 8t rhv jdorhv 


beyabdy Khy awd rav doxnnordrwy 


yéevntat, nad Gnow ‘IrwdButos ey 
Tp epi aipécewy. ei ydp Kal 4 
mpatis &rowos efn, GAN ody F 
HS0:y 5? adthy aiperh nad dyabdy. 
To the same effect is the pas- 
sage quoted from the Philebus 
on p. 358, 1, 
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notwithstanding the essential likeness there were yet 
differences of degree in feelings of pleasure: for 
allowing that every pleasure as such is good, it does 
not follow that the same amount of good belongs to 
all: as a matter of fact one affords more enjoyment 
than another, and therefore deserves to be preferred 
to it.! Just as little did it escape their notice, that 
many enjoyments are only purchased at the cost of 


greater pain; hence they argue unbroken happiness. 


is so hard to gain.? They therefore required the 
consequences of an action to be taken into account; 
thus endeavouring again to secure by an indirect 
method the contrast between good and evil which 
they would not at first allow to attach to actions 
themselves. An action should be avoided when there- 
from more pain follows than pleasure; hence a man 
of sense will abstain from things which are con- 


1 Diog. 87 says that the Cy- 
renaics denied a difference in 
degrees of pleasure, but this is 
undoubtedly a mistake. ; 
ii. 90, says that they taught 
that bodily feelings of plea- 
sure and pain were stronger 
than mental ones. See p. 358, 3. 
Plato too, Phil. 45, A.: 65 E., 
‘in the spirit of this School, 
‘talks of péyioras Tay H8ovay, nor 
‘is there the slightest reason 
for equalising all enjoyments in 
their system. They could not 
allow that there was an abso- 
lute difference of value be- 
tween them, some being good 
and others bad; but they had 
no occasion to deny a relative 
difference between the more or 
less good, and they might even 


allow of different kinds of plea- 
sure, those of the body and 
mind for instance. itter’s 
remarks on Jog. ii. 103, do 
not appear conclusive. Just 
as little can those of Wendt 


(Phil. Cyr. 34, Gott. Aug. 1836, 


789) be entertained. Accord- 
ing to Diogenes the Cyrenaics 
only denied that any object 
taken by itself and indepen- 
dently of our feelings was more 
pleasant than another. 

2 Diog. 90: 81d [?] nad nal? abrhy 
alperfis otons ris jndovis Ta wo1n- 
Tika eviwy 7bovev dbxAnpa wWoA- 
Adxis évayriovc@a’ as SvcKoAd- 
Tarov abrois palyerOar Toy &Opot- 
opoy ray Roovev eddauovlay mos 
ouvtwy, See p. 355, 1. 
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‘demned by the laws of the state and public opinion. 
Lastly, they also directed their attention to the 
difference between bodily and mental pleasures.? 
Holding bodily pains and pleasures to be more pun- 
gent than those of the mind ;? perhaps even attempt- 
‘ing to show that all pleasure and its opposite are in 
‘the last resource conditioned by bodily feelings ; 4 


1 Diog. 93: puddy ti lou 
baer Sixaoy } Kardy  aicxpd», 
the value of every action de- 
pending on the pleasure which 
follows it, &AAd vdpp nal %e, 
& pévrot oxovdaios obSty Eroroy 
apate: Sid ras ewucesuévas (yulas 
Wendt (Phil. Cyr. 
25) calls this statement in 
question without reason. It is 
quite consistent in Aristippus, 
and is met with in Epicurus; 
Zeller, Stoics, &c.; but he is 
right (Ibid. 36, 42) in reject- 
ing Schleiermacher’s hypothe- 
sis (PL W. ii. 1, 183; ii. 2, 18), 
that in the Gorgias Aristippus 


_ is being refuted under the name 


of Callicles, and in the Cra- 
tylus 384, Diogenes under that 
of Hermogenes. 

* Which, strictly speaking, 
they could only have done by 
saying that one portion of our 
impressions appears to us to 
come from the body, another 
not; for they had long since 
given up all real knowledge of 
things. But their consistency 
hardly went so far as this. 

3 Diog. ii. 90: word pévror 
Tay YuxiKov ras Twparinds duel- 
yous elva: kal ras dxAhoes xelpous 
ras cwparinds* 80ev kad rabras 
xord(ec@a: padAoy robs auaprd- 
voryras. (The same, Jdid.x. 137.) 
Xarendrepoy yap 7d Tovely, olxes- 


érepow 8t 7d der0a: bweAduBavor ° 


Sev xal wAclova oixovoulay wept 


epor 0. 

‘ This is indicated by the ex- 
pression olxeidrepov in the above 
passage also. See p. 359, 2. 
To say that not all pleasure and 
pain is connected with bodily 
states, may be harmonised 
with this statement by taking 
it to be their meaning, that not 
every feeling has its immediate 
object in the body, without, 
however, denying more remote 
connection between such feel- 
ings and the body. Joy for one’s 
country’s prosperity might in 
their minds be connected with 
the thought that our own hap- 
piness depends on that of our 
country. It can only be con- 
sidered an opponent’s exagge- 
ration for Panztius and Cicero 
to assert that the Cyrenaics 
made bodily pleasure the end 
of life. (See p. 354, 3.) Cie. 
Acad. iv. 45, 139: Aristippus, 
quasi animum nullum habea- 
mus, corpus solum tuetur. The 
highest good Aristippus de- 
clared consists not in bodily 
pleasure, but in pleasure gene- 
tally. If he regarded bodily 
pleasure as the strongest, and 
in this sense as the best, it by 
no means follows that he ex- 
cluded mental pleasures from 


CYRENAIC THEORY OF PLEASURE. 


they nevertheless contended that there must bea 
something besides sensuous feelings, or it would be 
impossible to explain how unequal impressions are 
produced by perceptions altogether alike :—the sight, 
for instance, of the sufferings of others, if they are 
real, gives a painful impression; if only seen on the 
stage, a pleasurable one.' They even allowed that 
there are pleasures and pains of the mind which have 
no immediate reference to any states of the body. 
The prosperity, for instance, of our country fills us 
with as much pleasure as does our own.? Although 
therefore pleasure is in general made to coincide with 
the good, and pain with evil, the Cyrenaics are far 
from expecting happiness to result from the mere 
satisfaction of animal instincts. For a true enjoy- 
ment of life, you not only need to weigh the value 
and the consequences of every enjoyment, but you 
need also to acquire the proper disposition of mind. 
The most essential help to a pleasant life is prndence,? 
not only because it supplies that presence of mind 
which is never at a loss for means,‘ but, mainly, be- 
cause it teaches how to make a proper use of the 


the idea of good. Indeed, his 
remarks respecting the value 
of prudence make this probable. 
See Wendt, 22. 

1 Diog. 90: A€yovos 8 pnde 


Kara WiAhy rhy Bpagty ) rhy dxony 


ylvecbas Hdovas, ray yoty pipou- 
pero Ophvous Hdéws dxovomer, 
roy St Kar’ dahGeay andes. The 
same is found in Pilué. Qu. 
Conv. v. 1, 2, 7, p. 674. Here 
belongs Cio. Tuse. ii. 18, 28. 

2 Diog. 89: ob adoas pévrot 


ras Wuxinds ABovds Kal dAynddvas 
éx) coparixais j8ovais kal dry7n- 
8dce sylveaOas ° kal yap éxl Aq 
7H THs sarpiios ebypeplg Somep 
ti idle xapay healer 

* See p. 347, 2 

4 See the anecdotes and pro- 
verbs in Diog. 68; 73; 79; 82, 
and what Galen. Exhort. c. 5, 
vol. i. 8, K., and Vitruv. vi. 
Pref. i, say of his shipwreck. 
Conf. Exc. e Floril. Joan. Da- 
masc. ii. 13, 188. 


359 


CHAP. 
XIV. 


THE SOCRATIC SCHOOLS. 


good things of life;! freeing from the prejudices and 
fancies which stand in the way of success, such as 
envy, passionate love, superstition ;? preserving from 
regret for the past, from desire for the future, from 
dependence on present enjoyment; and guaranteeing 
that freedom of soul of which we stand in need would 
we at every moment rest contented with our present 
lot.® 

Hence the cultivation of the mind is urgently 
advocated by these philosophers,‘ and philosophy in 
particular pointed to as the way to a truly human 
life. They even assert that therein lies the essential 
condition of happiness; for although mankind are 
too far dependent on external circumstances for the 
wise man to be invariably happy, and the foolish 
man invariably miserable,® yet as a rule so itis. Nor 


1 Demetr. (Elocut. 296) men- 
tions as an elSos Tov Advou’Apic- 
vimweiov* Sri of tvOpwror xphyuara 
pep Grodelrover Tos waioly émic- 
rThunv 8 ob cuvarodelrovat Thy 
Xpncopérny abrois. The thought 
is Socratic. See p. 141, 2. 

2 Diog. 91: rbv copdy phre 
Pbovicey phre épacPhoeerba: (on 
this point compare the lan- 
guage used by Aristippus re- 
specting his relatjons to Lais) 
4 SerSaiporvhcey, whereas he is 
not preserved from fear and 
sorrow as being natural conse- 
quences. 

* See p. 355, 2. 

4Many expressions to this 
effect are on record, particu- 
larly those of Aristippus, Diog. 
li. 69, 70, 72, 80. Plut. Frag. 
9, 1, and comment. in Hes. 

5 See the saying of Aristip- 


pus in Diog. ii. 72; Plut. Ed. 
Pu. 74. He is also mentioned 
by Diogenes ii. 68 (Conf. Exe. 
e Floril. Joan. Damasc. ii. 13, 
146) as the author of the say- 
ing, which Cio. Rep. i. 2; Plut. 
adv. Col. 30, 2, p. 1124, attri- 
bute to Xenocrates, that the 
conduct of the philosopher 
would remain the same, sup- 
posing all laws to be abolished. 

S$ Diog. 91: dpéoxes ® adrots 
phre tov cog¢dy xdvta Fdéus Civ, 
pyre mdyra pavaAoy émindvws, 
AAA KaTa Td WAcicrov. In the 
same way the Cyrenaics would 
not deny that the &dpoves were 
capable of certain virtues. 
Probably this was only ex- 
pressly stated by later mem- 
bers of the School in agree- 
ment with the Cynics and 
Stoica. 
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is this a departure from the fundamental principle of | 


the School, the pursuit of pleasure, but certainly 
something very different has come of it from what 
might at first have been expected. 

Herewith agrees all that is further known as to 


the views and conduct of Aristippus. 


His leading 


thought is comprised in the adage, that life offers 
most to him who, without ever denying himself a 
pleasure, at every moment continues master of him- 


self and his surroundings. 


wants is not his concern. 


The Cynic freedom from 


Prudent enjoyment he says 
is a greater art ! than abstinence. 
comfortably, but even luxuriously. 


He lived not only 
A good table he 


enjoyed,? wore costly clothing,‘ scented himself with 


perfumes,” and caroused with mistresses.® 


1 Stob. Floril. 17, 18: xparet 
Hovis obx & &wexdpevos, AAD’ -6 
Xpadpevos pty ph mapexpepdpevos 
dt. Diog. 75: rd npareiy kad uh 
Hrracbat yiovav npdrioroy, ob Td 
pA xphicba. 

2 Xen. Mem. ii. 1, 1, already 
calls him dxoAacrorépws Exovra 
apos Ta ro.adta [wpbs émbuulay 
Bpwrod nal worot Kal Aayvelas], 
etc. He says himself then, 1, 9, 
‘that his object is § pgord rt nat 
fdiora Biorevery* and Socrates 
asks whether he depended for 
his homelessness on the cir- 
cumstance that no one could 
like to have him even as a 
slave? ris yap by é6éro: KvOpwroy 
év oinig txew mwoveiy pev pndty 
e0éAovra, TH 8 woduTedAcoTdry 
Sialty xalpoyvra; this picture 
was afterwards more deeply 
coloured by later writers, and 
certainly not without exagge- 
ration. See Athen. xii. 544, 6, e. 


Nor were 


according to Alexis; Zdid. viii. 
343, according to Soter ; Timon 
in Diog. ii. 66; Zbid. ii. 69, 
iv. 40; Lucian. V. Auct. 12; 
Clemens, Pedag. ii. 176, D. ; 
us. Pr. Ev. xiv. 18, 31; Epiph. 
Exp. Fid. 1089 A.; Steele, p. 
41; 71. 

* See the anecdotes in Diog. 
li. 66, 68, 69, 75, 76. 

4 Max. Tyr. Diss. vii. 9; 
Ineian, 1. ¢.; Ibid. Cic. Acc. 28 ; 
Tatian adv. Grac. c. 2; Zert. 
Apol. 46. 

5 That he made use of fra- 
grant perfumes, and defended 
this practice, is told by Seneca, 
Benef. vii. 25, 1; Clem. Pred. 
ii. 176 D., 179 B., Diog. 76, all 
apparently from the same 
source, the others mentioned by 
Stein, 43, 1, probably doing 
likewise. 

* His relations to Lais are 
well known. Hermesianax in 
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the means neglected by which this mode of life was 
rendered possible. On the contrary, he argued that 
the more of these you possess, the better for you. 
Riches are not like shoes, which when too large can 
not be worn.' He accordingly not only demanded 
payment for his instruction ;? but did not hesitate 
to enrich himself by means, and for this purpose to 
submit to things which any other philosopher would 


have considered below his dignity.’ 


Athen. xiii. 599, b, 588 c; xii. 
44, b, d.; Céc. ad Fam. ix. 26; 
Plat. Erot. 4, 5, p. 750 ; Diog. 74, 
85 ; Clemens, Strom. ii. 411, C.; 
Theod. Cur. Gr. Aff. xii. 50, p. 
173; Lact. Inst. iii. 15. A few 
other stories of the same kind 
may be found, Diog. 67; 69; 
81; iv. 40. 

1 Stob. Floril. 94, 32. 

* See p. 339, 5. 

* Here belong many of the 
anecdotes which relate to Aris- 
tippus’ stay at the court of 
Dionysius. According to Diog. 
77, Aristippus is said to have 
announced to Dionysius, on his 
arrival, that he came to impart 
what he had, and to receive 
what he had not ; or, according 
to a more probable version, 
Ibid. 78, when he wanted in- 
struction he used to go to So- 
crates for it, now that he 
wanted money, he had come to 
Dionysius. To the same person, 
too, according to Diog. 69, his 
remark was addressed that the 
reason why philosophers ap- 
peared before the doors of the 
rich, and not the contrary, was 
because philosophers knew 
what they wanted, whilst the 
rich did not. The same story 


The fear of 


is found in Stod. Floril. 3, 46, 
and in a somewhat different 
connection, Dieg. 70 and 81. 
Yet Schleiermacher on Plato’s 
Republic, vi. 489, has no busi- 
ness to refer this passage to 
this remark, because of Arist. 
Rhet. ii. 16, 1391, a, 8, but he 
is quite right in setting down 
the Scholiast who wished to 
attribute the remark of Socra- 
tes to Aristippus. Of the liberal 
offer made by Dionysius to 
Plato, he remarks in Plut. Dio 
19: aapards peyaddpuxor elvas 
Aioviciov: abrois wey yap pixpe 
S:3dva: wAcidvav Siopévors, TIAA 
Twn 3t woAAd pnddy AauBdvorte. 
Dionysius at first refusing to 
give him any money because 
the wise man, on his own show- 
ing, was never in difficulties, 
he replied, Give me the money 
this once, and I will explain to 
you how it is; but no sooner 
had he got it, than he exclaimed, 
Ah! was I not right? Dog. 
82, Diog. 67, 73, and Athen. xii. 
544, tell further, on the author- 
ity of Hegesander, that once 
having been placed at the 
bottom of the table by Diony- 
sius because of some free ex- 
pression, he contented himself 
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death too, from which his teaching professed to de- 
liver,’ was not so fully overcome by him that he 
could face danger with the composure of a Socrates.? 

It would, nevertheless, be doing Aristippus a 
great injustice to consider him an ordinary, or at 
most a somewhat more intellectual pleasure-seeker. 
Enjoy he will, but, at the same time, he will be 
above enjoyment. He possesses not only the skill of 
adapting himself to circumstances and making use of 
persons and things,’ not only the wit which is never at 


with remarking, To-day, this is 
the place of honour which he 
assigns. Another time he is 
said to have taken it quite 
quietly when Dionysius spat in 
his face, observing: A fisher- 
man must put up with more 
moisture, to catch even asmaller 
fish. Once, when begging a fa- 
vour for a friend, he fell at the 
feet of Dionysius, Diog. 79, and 
when reproached for so doing, 
Wherefore, he asked, has Diony- 
sius earson his legs? It isa 
common story that Dionysius 
once asked him and Plato to 
appear dressed in purple: Plato 
refused to do so, but Aristippus 
acceded with a smile. Sezt. 
Pyrrh. iii. 204, i. 155; Diog. 78 ; 
Suid. "Aplor.; Stob. Floril. 5, 
46; Greg. Naz. Carm. ii. 10, 
324: the latter unskilfully 
places the incident at the court 
of Archelaus. Stein, 67. The 
observation in Diog. 81, is like- 
wise referred to Plato, that he 
allowed himself to be abused 
by Dionysius for the same 
reasons that others abused him : 
@ preacher of morals after all 
is only pursuing his own inter- 


ests. He is represented as a 
flatterer and parasite of Diony- 
sius, by Lucian V. Aut. 12; 
Parasit. 33, Bis Accus. 28 ; Men. 
13. 

1 See Diog. 76: at the same 
time the Cyrenaics consider 
fear to be something natural 
and unavoidable. See p. 360, 2. 

2 On the occasion of a storm 
at sea he was charged with dis- 
playing more fear than others, 
notwithstanding his philoso- 
phy, to which he adroitly re- 
plied: od yap wept dpolas Wuxijs 
Gyovudpey &updrepor, Diog. 713 
Gell. xix. 1,10; lian, V. H. 
ix. 20. 

* Diog, 66: Fv 8 fxavds 
appdcacta Kal réxry Kal xpdvp 
nal wpocdry,xal wacay neploractw 
appodlws droxplvarbat: 51d Kad rape 
Awovucl¢g rav kAAwy eddonines 
padAor, del rd wpoorerdy ed diati- 
Géuevos. A few instances of this 
skill have been already seen 
(p. 362, 3). Here, too, belongs 
what is told by Galen.and Vi- 
truv. (see p. 340), that after 
having suffered shipwreck, and 
lost everything, he immediately 
contrived in Syracuse or Rho- 
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a loss for repartee,’ but he possesses also calmness of 
mind and freedom of spirit, which can forego pleasure 
without a pang, bear loss with composure, be content 
with what it hath, and feel happy in any position. 
His maxim is to enjoy the present, leaving care either 
for the future or the past, and under all circum- 


des to procure an ample supply 
of necessities. Further, it is 
stated in Plutarch, Dio. 19, 
that he was the first to notice 
the growing estrangement be- 
tween Dionysius and Plato. In 
Diog. 68, he answers the ques- 
tion, What good he has got 
from philosophy, by saying: 
Td divacba: naar Oappobytws dpsA- 
ev—and Diog. 79, relates that 
when brought as a captive be- 
fore Artaphernes, some one 
asked him how he liked his 
situation, to which he replied, 
that now he was perfectly 
at rest. Well-known is the 
answer which he is reported to 
have given to Diogenes (which, 
however, is told of others), 
Diog. vi. 58, ii. 102: elrep foes 
GvOpdroas dprciy, ode by Adxyava 
éxauves. Diog. 68; Hor. Ep. i. 
17,13; Valer. Maz. iv. 3, Ext. 4. 

1 See p. 362, 1; 363, 2. Ina 
similar way he could defend 
‘his luxuriousness. When blamed 
for giving fifty drachme for a 
partridge, Aristippus asked if 
he would have given a farthing 
for it. The reply being in the 
affirmative ; I, said Aristippus, 
do not care more for fifty 
drachme than you do for a far- 
thing. Diog. 66, 75; or with a 
qgifferent turn in Athen. viii. 


$43, c., where the story is told 


of him and Plato apropos of a 


dish of fish: dpas ofv .. . dr: 
avy dye dpoparyos, &AAL od o1Aap- 
yvpos. Another time he argues 
that if good living were wrong, 
it would not be employed to 
honour the festivals of the gods. 
Ivid. 68. Another time, when 
some one took him to task for 
his good living, he asked him 
to dinner. The invitation being 
accepted, he at once drew the 
conclusion that he must be too 
stingy to live well himself. 
Ibid. 76. When Dionysius 
offered him the choice between 
three mistresses, he chose them 
all, with the gallant observa- 
tion, that it had been a bad 
thing for Paris to prefer one of 
three goddesses, but bade them 
all farewell at his door. did. 
67. When attacked for his re- 
lations to Lais, he answered 
with the well-known éyw xal 
obx Exoza:r. The same relation 
is said to have given rise to 
other light jokes ; it was all the 
same to him whether the house 
in which he lived had been 
occupied by others before; he 
did not care whether a fish liked 
him, if he liked the fish. The 
Cynicism is betrayed by the 
anecdotes in Diog. 81, p. 341, 
4, although they are not other- 
wise at variance with Grecian 
morals, . 
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stances to keep cheerful.! Come what may, there is 
a bright side to things,? and he knows how to wear 
the beggar’s rags and the robe of state with equal 
grace.* Pleasure he loves, but he can also dispense 
therewith.‘ He will continue master of his desires.® 
His temper shall not be ruffled by any risings of 
passion. Some importance is attached to riches, 
but hardly any independent value,’ and therefore the 
want of them is never felt. He is lavish of them 
because he does not cling to them.’ If necessary, he 
can do without them,® and is readily consoled for 


1 See pp. 355 and 360, 

7 Hor. Ep. i. 17, 23: omnis 
Aristippum decuit color et sta- 
tus et res, tentantem majora 
fere, preesentibuszequum. Plut. 
de Vit. Hom. B., 150: ’Aple- 
Tirmos Kal wevig kal wévots auvynyé- 
xon epSeopévws kal Roovi apadas 
éxphoaro, Diog. 66. p. 163, 3; 
355, 2. 

* According to Diog. 67, Plato 
is said to have remarked to 
him : gol udve dé50r01 kal xAavida 
pépey kal pdxos. The same re- 
mark, and not the story of the 
purple dress, is referred to by 
Plut. Virt. Alex. 8, p. 330: 
"Apiorimmov Oaupd(opar roy Zwn- 
paridy Sr: wal rpiBwm ATE kal 
‘Midnoia xAdpvd: xXpdmevos 8’ 
apporépwr erhper td e¥axnpor, 
and Hor. Ep. i. 17, 27, on which 
passage the Scholiast tells how 
Aristippus carried off the sur- 
coat of Diogenes from the bath, 
leaving his purple cloak in- 
stead, which Diogenes refused 
to wear at any price. 

4 Diog. 67, p. 363, 4. 

5 yw ode Exopat. Diog. 69, 


tells a saying of the same kind 
which Aristippus uttered on 

ying a visit to his mistress, 
to the effect that there was no 
need to be ashamed of going 


there, but there was of not - 


being able to get away. 

§ See p.360,2 &3. Plut.N. P. 
Suav. v. sec. Epic. 4, 5, p. 1089 : 
of Kupnvaixal ... Obst Ouiretp 
appodiclois oidyra: Seiy pera 
gwrds, AAA oxdros wpobenévous, 
ros uh Td efSwdra THs wpdicws 
dvarauBdvovca Sih Tijs dipews 
evepyas dy abri h Sidvoia toArd~ 
sis dvaxaln rhy cipetiy, The same 
way of thinking is expressed in 
his definition of pleasure as a 
gentle motion of the mind. The 
storms of passion would change 
this gentle motion into aviolent 
one, andturn pleasure into pain, 

7 See p. 347, 1 

* See p. 363, 4, and the story 
that he bade his servant who 
was carrying a heavy burden 
of gold cast away what was too 
much for him. Hor. Serm. ii. 
3, 99; Diog. 77. 

® Finding himself on boarda 
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their loss! To him no possession appears more 
valuable than contentment,? no disease worse than 
avarice® He lives an easy life, but he is not on that 
account afraid of exertion, and approves of bodily 
exercise.‘ His life is that of the flatterer, but he 
often expresses himself with unexpected candour.® 
Freedom he esteems above all things,® and hence will 
neither rule nor be ruled, nor belong to any com- 
munity, being unwilling to forfeit freedom at any 


price.’ 


pirate vessel, he threw his 
money into the sea with the 
words: &muewor travra 8’ ’Apio- 
aixnoy 2 3: ravta "Aplorirroy 
dwxortcOar. Diog. 77; Cic. In- 
vent. ii. 58, 176; Awson. Idyl. iii. 
13; Stob. Floril, 57, 18, taking 
care to read with Menage and 
Stein, p. 39, 1d dpytpioy for 
aypos. 

1 In Plut. Trang. An. 8, p. 469, 
Aristippus having lost an estate, 
one of his friends expresses 
sympathy with him, upon which 
Aristippus replies: Have I not 
now three estates, whilst you 
have only one? Ought I not 
rather to sympathise with you? 

2 Hor. see p. 365, 2, Diog; ii. 
72: 7a &pora bwerlfero 17 Ou- 
yarpl "Aphrn, ovackey abrhy 
Swreportixhy rot. wAelovos elvat. 
Hence the same story in Ep. 
Socrat. 29, the compiler of this 
late and miserable counterfeit 
not having used the earlier 
genuine letters to Aret. men- 
tioned by Suid ’Aplor, 

* see further details in Phe. 
Cupid. Div. 3, p. 524. 

4 See p. 365, 2, Diog. 91: rhy 
Coparixhy toxnow cupBdddrAegr bat 
xpos dperijs avdAnwy. , 


® Several free expressions of 
his towards Dionysius are told 
by Diog, 73, 77; Stob. Floril. 
49, 22; conf. Greg. Naz. Carm. 
li. 10, 419, vol. ii. 430 Codd. ; 
not to mention the anecdotes 
in Diog. 75, repeated bid. vi. 
32; Galen. Exhort. ad Art. c. 8, 
i, 18, k. 

¢ On the principle mentioned 
by Hor. Ep. i. 1, 18: nuncin 
Aristippi furtim precepta rela- 
bor, et mihi res, non me rebus 
subjungere conor. According 
to the context, however, the 
principle should not be con- 
fined to Aristippus’ relationsto 
outward possessions. Here, too, 
the saying belongs Piet. in 
Hes. 9, vol. xiv. 296, Hu.: oup- 
Bobrov Seic@ar xetpow elvyas rod 
mpocareiy, Conf. p. 363, 3. 

7 Xen. Mem. ii. 1, 8. Inreply 
to Socrates, who asked whether 
he considered himself among 
the number of those who rule, 
or those who are ruled, Aris- 
tippus states: %yary’ ob8’ SAws ye 
tarre duavroy els thy Tay Epyew 
Bovropévwy rdw. For, as is ex- 
plained here and p. 17, there is 
no man who is more troubled 
than a statesman: épavrdy rol- 


PRACTICAL LIFE OF CYRENAICS. 


Still less did he allow himself to be restrained by 
religious considerations or traditions. We have at 


least every reason for asserting this both of Aristippus 


personally, and of his School.! Theodorus was pro- 
bably the first to gain notoriety for his wanton 
attacks on the popular faith;? still a connection 
between the Cyrenaic philosophy and the insipid 
rationalism of Euemerus* is far from certain. Nor 
ought it to be forgotten, that Aristippus strove to 
make life easy not only for himself, but also for 


yoy ratte és robs Bovdouévous 7 
paord re wal Hira Brorever. 
When Socrates met this by ob- 
serving that those who rule are 
better off than those who are 
ruled, he rejoined: GAA’ éyé rar 
obdt els thy B8ovrclay ad euavrdy 


wart: &AA’ elval sls pot Sone? 


péon robrwy d3ds, hy meipopat 
BaBicey, ore 8: apxis obre did 
SovAcias, AAG &’ eArevdeplas, frrep 
pdriora mpbs eddaimorvlay bye. 
And after further objections: 
GAA’ eyé rot, Tva ph Tho Xw TadTa, 
od’ els wodtrelay duavroy Kara- 
wrclw, GAAd Eévos wavrayod elus. 
Quite in keeping with this 
homeless life is the language 
used by Aristippus, according 
to Teles in Stod. Floril. 40, 8, 
vol, ii. 69, Mein., that to him it 
was of no moment to die in his 
country; from every country 
the way to Hades was the same. 
His address to Dionysius in 
Stob. Floril. 49, 22, is also quite 
in harmony with Xenophon’s 
description: Had you learnt 
aught from me, you would 
shake off despotic rule as a di- 
sease. Being obliged, however, 
to live under some form of go- 


vernment, a good one is natu- 
rally preferable to a bad one; 
and accordingly the saying 
attributed to him in Stob. 
Floril. 49, 18, touching the 
difference between a despotic 
and a monarchical form of go- 
vernment has about it nothing 
improbable. Nevertheless, at 
a later period Aristippus may 
have relaxed his views on civil 
life to a certain extent. At any 
rate he formed a connection 
with a family with which he 
would previously have nothing 
todo. Certainly Diog. 81, proves 
nothing. See p. 341, 4. 

'It was a natural conse- 
quence of their scepticism, that 
they followed Protagoras in his 
attitude towards religion ; and 
by means of their practical 
turn that freedom from reli- 
gious prejudices was decidedly 
promoted, which they espe- 
cially required in the wise 
man. Diog. 91, see p. 360, 2. 
Clemens, Strom. vii. 722, D., 
says more generally that they 
rejected prayer. 

2 Particulars of this below. 

* See p. 343, 5 
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others. Possessed of pleasing and attractive man- 
ners,' an enemy of vanity and boasting,? he could 
comfort friends with sympathy,® and bear injuries 
with calmness.‘ He could avoid strife,> mitigate 
anger,® and conciliate an offended friend.’ The most 
extraordinary spectacle to his thinking is said to 
have been a virtuous man steadily pursuing his course 
in the midst of the vicious ; * and that such was really 
his opinion is shown by his reverence for Socrates. 
It may therefore be true,® that he congratulated 
himself on having become, thanks to Socrates, a man 
capable of being praised in all good conscience. Ina 
word, with all his love of enjoyment, Aristippus 


1 #:or0s is the name which 
Greg. Naz. 307, gives him, and 
Ibid. 323, he commends him for 
7d eb ydpioroy Tov rpdwov Kal oTpw- 
prov. 

See Arist. Rhet. ii. 23; 
Diog.71, 73. See also p. 363, 3. 

3 Athen. V. H. vii. 3. men- 
tions a letter of sympathy ad- 
dressed to some friends, who 
had met with a severe misfor- 
tune. He quotes from the in- 
troduction the words: dd’ 
Eyorye Few mpds tuas obx ds 
ovdAAurobuevos buiv,GAA’ va wavow 
buas Avrouuévouvs. In theory, 
Aristippus could only estimate 
the value of friendship by its 
utility, as Epicurus did at a 
later time. Diog. 91: rdw plarov 
THs xpelas Evexa, kal yap mépos 
omparos, wéxpis by wapy, dond- 
¢eoOar. Something similar is 
also found in Socrates, see pp. 
151, 3; 222, 3; and he employs 
the same argument Xen. Mem. 
i. 2, 54. 


* Plut. Prof. in Virt. 9, p. 80. 

5 Diog. 70; Stob. Floril. 19, 6. 

® Stob. Floril. 20, 63. 

7 See the adventure with 
Zéschines in Plut. Coh. Ira. 14, 
p. 462, Dtog. 82, which Stob. 
Flor. 84, 19, probably by mis- 
take, refers to the brother of 
Aristippus. 

8 Stob. Floril. 37, 25: ’Apl- 
orinnos épwrndels rl df: 00avpacrdy 
dot dy rq Bly; &vOpwros emeuchs, 
elxe, «al uérpios, Srt [bs or Sezis? ] 
éy middrgis ixdpxay poxOnpois ov 
di€orparra. 

® Which is told by Diog. 71. 
Few of the anecdotes about 
Aristippus rest on good author- 
ity. Agreeing, however, as they 
all do, in portraying a certain 
character, they have been used 
as the material for a historical 
sketch. They may be spurious 
in parts, but on the whole they 
give a faithful representation of 
the man. 
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appears to have been a man of high feelings and a 
cultivated mind, a man knowing how to preserve 
calmness and freedom of mind in the perpetual 
“change of human affairs, how to govern his passions 
and inclinations, and how to make the best of all the 
events of life. The strength of will which can beard 
destiny, the earnestness of high feelings intent upon 


great ends, and strictness of principles may not be- 


his; but he is a proficient in the rare art of content- 
ment and moderation, while the pleasing kindness 
and the cheerful brightness of his manners attract far 
more than the superficial and effeminate character of 
his moral views repel.! Nor are these traits purely 
personal; they lie in the very nature of his system, 
requiring as it does that life should be directed by 
prudence. Theory and practice cover one another 
quite as much with Aristippus as with Diogenes, and 
in the case of each one may be explained by the 
other. 

From Socrates indeed both are far enough 
removed. His was a theory of a knowledge of con- 
ceptions; theirs a most downright subservience to 
the senses. His was an insatiable thirsting for know- 


1 Even Cicero, who is not ge- 
nerally his friend, says (Off. i. 
41, 148), that if Socrates or 
Aristippus placed themselves in 
antagonism with tradition, they 
ought not to be imitated there- 
in: magnis illi et divinis bonis 
hanc licentiam assequebantur ; 
and he also quotes (N. D. iii. 31, 
77) asaying of the Stoic Aristo : 
nocere audientibus philosophos 


iis, qui bene dicta male inter- 
pretarentur : posse enim asotos 
ex Aristippi, acerbos e Zenonis 
schola exire. The same is attri- 
buted to Zeno by Ath. xiii. 566, 
d, on the authority of Anti- 
gonus Carystius : those who mis- 
understood him, might become 
vulgar and depraved, xa@drep of 
ris ‘Apiorixnxou wrapeveyOévtes ai- 
perdws Korwro: xal Opaceis. 
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ledge, an untiring critical exercise; theirs a total 
renunciation of knowledge, an indifference to all 
theoretical enquiries. His was a scrupulous conscien- 
tiousness, an unconditional submission to moral re~ 
quirements, an unceasing toiling of man upon him- 
self and others; theirs was a comfortable theory of 
life, never going beyond enjoyment, and treating even 
the means thereto with indifference. On his side 
were self-denial, abstemiousness, moral strictness, 
patriotism, piety; on theirs were luxurious indul- 
gence, mischievous versatility, a citizenship of the 
world needing no country, and a rationalism needing 
no Gods. Nor yet can it be allowed that Aristippus 
was only a degenerate pupil of Socrates, or that his 
teaching had only been touched surface-deep by that 
_of his master. Not only was he classed among fol- 
lowers of Socrates by the unanimous voice of antiquity, 
which, no doubt, had more immediate reference to 
his external connection with him; not only did he 
always call himself a pupil of Socrates and regard his 
teacher with unchanging devotion '—a proof stronger 
than the former, and showing that he was able to 
appreciate the greatness of his friend; but his phi- 
losophy leaves no doubt that the spirit of his teacher 
had in him been mightily at work. The intellectual 
convictions and the intellectual aims of Socrates he 
did not share ;? Socrates, on the one hand, straining 


1 See above, p. 337, 5. teaching of Aristippus into 
2 Hermann’s remarks (On closer connection with that of 
_ Ritter’s Dar. d. Socr. Sys. 26; Socrates, do not appear satis- 
Gesch. d. Plat. Phil. 263), in- factory, even when supported 
tended to bring the intellectual by the additional arguments in 
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every nerve to attain to knowledge; Aristippus, on Crap. 


the other hand, denying that knowledge was possible; 5, 


his Ges. Abh. 233, nor are they 
regarded as such by Ritter, 
Gesch. d. Phil. ii. 106. Her- 
mann thinks that Aristippus 
was only lacking in the reli- 
gious and moral tone of So- 
crates, but that he steadily ad- 
hered to his logical principles. 


 XSocrates declared all judgments 
to pe relative, and ony concer 


tions ‘to_be universal ly_valid ; 


‘. in the same way, the  Gyrenaics 
enied only the universal va- 


_ Matty of judements, but. free 


\ allowed that. all. men_receive 
fom the same things the same . 


mpressions, as to the names of 

ich they were agreed. These 
names, however, were identical 
with the conceptions of So- 
crates, conceptions having been 
by them as by the Cynics and 
Megarians reduced to empty 
names and deprived of all real 
substance. There is indeed a 
noticeable advance in entirely 
separating conceptions from 
appearances, and in more pre- 
cisely defining the highest good 
as the first judgment univer- 
sally valid. But in the first 
place it never occurred to So- 
crates to deny the universal 
validity of judgments; and it is 
as certain that he allowed uni- 
versally valid judgments as that 
he allowed universally valid 
conceptions—such, for instance, 

as ‘All virtue is knowledge,’ 
re every one pursues the good ;’ 
‘and if he called some judgments 
relative—such as, ‘This is good,’ 
—it is no less certain that he 


declared the corresponding con 
ceptions—for instance, that of 
the good—to be relative. In 
the next place it is equally une 
true to say that the Cyrenaics 
only denied the universal va- 
lidity of judgments but not that 
of conceptions; for they de- 
clared most emphatically that 
all our notions only express our 
personal feelings. They did not 
even allow that all feel the 
same impressions in the same 
way: unless in this passage we 
are to understand by impres- 
sions, feelings themselves, in 
which case this language would 
be as unquestionable as it would 
be unmeaning ; but they main- 
tained that we cannot know 
whether others have the same 
feelings as ourselves. And that 
they practically admitted the 
common meaning of names the 
use of which they could not 
of course deny, is of little ac- 
count ; for they left it an open 
question, whether common im- 
pressions and notions corre- 
sponded to these names. It will 
be seen at once what has be- 
come of the advance which 
Hermann finds in Aristippus. 
A decided distinction between 
conceptions and appearances 
can least of all be attributed to 
the Cyrenaics, seeing that they 
know of nothing but appear- 
ances ; and it will appear, after 
what has been said, to be 
equally a mistake to say that 
‘Pleasure is the highest good” 
is the first judgment univer- 
sally valid. 
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Socrates taking up a new position and a new method 
of gaining knowledge; Aristippus allowing of no 
knowledge which does not serve a practical end.! 
Still he was in a great measure indebted to his teacher 
for that critical skill with which we can readily credit 
him,? and for that unprejudiced sobriety which cha- 
racterises his whole bearing. 

The same may be said of his moral teaching and 
conduct. How far in this respect he was below So- 
crates is obvious. Yet in truth he was nearer to him 
than will be readily believed. -On-the one hand, 
Socrates, as we have seen, ney icone ground of 
moral duties. Might not Aristippus then believe 
that he was not deviating from Socrates as to the 
final end in view, if he in some respects held a differ- 
ent opinion from his instructor as to the means toa 
pleasant life? On the other hand, there was about 
Aristippus much which is truly Socratic—that com- 
posure with which he rises above circumstances, that 
independence with which he is master of himself and 
his surroundings, that unbroken cheerfulness which 
engenders a kindliness of feeling, that quiet assurance 
which grows out of confidence in the strength of 
mind. Knowledge is with him the most important 
element. By culture and prudence he would make 


1 We cannot accordingly be known, to have arrived ata 


agree with Brandis, Gr. Rom. 
Phil. ii. a, 96, who says: Ari- 


stippus appears to have held 


firm to the view that the im- 
pulses to action must be found 
within the sphere of knowledge; 
and, in investigating what can 


conclusion opposite to that of 
Socrates, 

7 See Xen. Mem. ii. 1; iii. 8, 
and the stories told by Diag. ii. 
13; compare Athen. xi. 508, ¢, 
on the form of dialogue obser- 
ved in his writings. 
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men as independent of external circumstances as their 
nature allows of. Nay, so far does he go in this 
direction that he not unfrequently trenches on the 
ground of the Cynics.' In reality his School was also 
internally connected with theirs. Both Schools pro- 


pose to philosophy the same problem, how to acquire 7 


Kt practical culture,? rather than theoretical knowledge. 
Both,therefore, neglect logical and physical enquiries, 
justifying their procedure byt theories, based it is true 
on different principles, but leading i in the end to the 
same sceptical results. Both in their ethics compass 
the same aim—the emancipation of man by means 
of prudence, and the raising him above outward things 
and events. One thing only makes them opponents— 
their pursuing this common end by means the most 


ee, 


opposite. The Cynic school follows the path of self- . 
denial, the Cyrenaic that of self-indulgence; the Cynic | | 


dispenses with the outer world, the Cyrenaic eniploye. 
it for its own purposes.’ The object of both Schools 
being, however, one and the same, their principles 
come back again to the same point. The Cynics de- 
rive the highest pleasure from their self-denial ; Ari- 


stippus dispenses with property and enjoyment, in’ 


order the more thoroughly to appreciate them.‘ 


clearer, Wendt (Phil. Cyr. 29) 
quotes the contradictory state- 
ments of Antisthenes and Ari- 
stippus in Diog. ii. 68, vi. 6. 


! This relationship appears in 
the tradition which attributes 
the same utterances at one time 
to Aristippus, at another to 


Diogenes. 

2 The standing expression is 
waidsela, and what they say in 
favour of it is much to the same 
effect. See what has been said, 
pp. 294 and 360, 4, 5. 

* To make this difference 


Antisthenes says that to philo- 
sophy he owes 7d dtvacba éaurge 
dusrecy, Aristippus, Td ddvacéat 
waot Oappotyrws dusrety, 

4 Hegel, Gesch. d. Phil. ii. 
127. See above pp. 308 and 
364. 
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For a similar reason their attitude towards politi- 
cal life and religious traditions is a kindred one. 
Conscious of his mental superiority, the individual 
withdraws himself frqm the external world, needing 
no country, nor feeling himself fettered by the be- 
liefs of his countrymen; and troubling himself far 
too little about others to attempt any moulding in- 
fluence on either the sphere of politics or that of 
religion. Thus, despite their sharp differences, there 
is a family likeness between these Schools betraying 
their common descent from the Socratic philosophy 
alloyed with Sophistry. 

Certainly it must be granted that Aristippus 
diverged far more from the original ground of the 
Socratic teaching than did Antisthenes. The utili- 
tarian view of life, which with Socrates was only an 
auxiliary notion in order to commend to the reflecting 
mind the practice of morality, was here raised to be 
a leading thought, the knowledge of Socrates being 
pressed into its service. Philosophy became with 
Aristippus, as with the Sophists, a means for further- 
ing the private objects of individuals. Instead of 
scientific knowledge, only personal culture was pur- 
sued and regarded as consisting in knowledge of the 
world and in the art of enjoyment. The scanty 
remarks of Aristippus on the origin and truth of our 
impressions, borrowed for the most part from Pro- 
tagoras and ultimately leading to a wholly un-Socratic 
destruction of all knowledge, were only intended as 
helps to moral doctrines. If not altogether annihi- 
lated, the deeper meaning of the Socratic philosophy 


RELATION OF ARISTIPPUS TO SOCRATES. 


was here at least subordinated to what with Socrates 
was a bare outwork, and almost an obstruction to his 
leading thought. Granting that Aristippus was not 
a false follower of Socrates,' he was certainly a very 
one-sided follower, or rather he, among all the fol- 
lowers of Socrates, was the one who least entered into 
his master’s real teaching. 

Side by side with this foreign element, the genuine 
Socratic teaching cannot be ignored in the Cyrenaic 
school. In that school there are in fact two elements, 
the combination of which constitutes its peculiarity. 
One of these is the doctrine of pleasure as such, the 


! 


other, the limitation of that doctrine by the Socratic; 
demand for intellectual circumspection—the principle’ . ’" 
that prudence is the only means for arriving at true! - 


pleasure. The former element, taken alone, would 
lead to the conclusion that sensual enjoyment is the 
only object in life; the latter, to the strict Socratic 
doctrine of morals. By uniting both.elements Ari- 
stippus arrived at the conviction—which is stamped 
on all his language, and on which his personal cha- 
racter is a standing comment—that the surest way 
to happiness is to be found in the art of enjoying the 
pleasures of the moment with perfect freedom of soul. 
Whether this is indeed possible, whether the two 
leading thoughts in his system can be harmonised at 
all, is a question which it seems never occurred to 
Aristippus. We can only answer it in the negative. 
That freedom of soul, that philosophic independence 


1 As Schleiermacher maintains, Gesch, d. Phil. 87. 
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Cuar. at which Aristippus aimed, can only be secured by 
ve soaring above the impressions of the senses and the 
particular circumstances of life to such an extent that 
happiness becomes independent of these surroundings 
and feelings. Conversely, when the enjoyment of the 
moment is the highest object, happiness can only be 
felt in proportion as circumstances give occasion to 
agreeable feelings; all unpleasant impressions being 
disturbers of happiness. It is impossible to abandon 
the feelings freely to the enjoyment of what is pre- 
sent, without at the same time being disagreeably 
affected by what is unpleasant. Abstraction, whereby 
alone this might be done, is distinctly forbidden ; 
Aristippus requiring the past and the future to be 
ignored and the present only to be considered. Apart 
therefore from other defects, this theory suffers from 
contradiction in its fundamental principles, the in- 
jurious effects of which for the whole system could 
not fail to follow. As a matter of fact they soon 
appeared in the teaching of Theodorus, Hegesias, and 
Anniceris ; hence the interest which the history of 

the later Cyrenaics possesses. 
E. The About the same time that Epicurus was giving a 
oui new ay to the philosophy of pleasure, Theodorus, 
(1) Theo- Hegesias, and Anniceris, within the Cyrenaic School, 
en were advocating views partly agreeing with those of 
Epicurus, partly going beyond his doctrine of plea- 
sure. Theodorus, on the whole, adhered to the prin- 
ciples of Aristippus, not hesitating, unscrupulous as 
he was, to push them to their most extreme conse- 
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quences.! The value of an action depending upon 
its results to the doer, he concluded that any and 
every action might under circumstances be allowed. 
If certuin things pass for immoral, there is a good 
reason why this should be so, if the masses are to be 
kept within bounds: the wise man, tied by no such 
prejudice, need not, in suitable cases, be afraid of 
adultery, theft, and sacrilege. If things exist for use, 
beautiful women and boys are not made only for 
ornament.? Friendship, it seemed to him, may be 
dispensed with; for the wise man is self-sufficing 
and needs no friends, and the fgol can make no 
sensible use of them.? Devotion to one’s country he 
considered ridiculous; for the wise man is a citizen 
of the world, and will not sacrifice himself and his 
‘ wisdom to benefit fools. The views of his School 
respecting the Gods and religion were also expressed 


1 @pacvraros is the term used 
of him by Diog. ii. 116; and 
this epithet is fully justified by 
a passage like that, vi. 97. 

2 Diog. ii. 99. That Theo- 
dorus said this and similar 
things, cannot be doubted after 
the definite and explicit testi- 
mony of Diogenes. It is true 
that, in Plut. Trang. Anim. 5, 
p. 567, Theodorus complains 
that his pupils misunderstood 
him—a statement which, if it 
be true, probably refers to the 
practical application of his 
principles. He may have led 

.& more moral life than Bio 
(Diog. iv. 53; Clemens, Peedag. 
15, A.), and yet have expressed 
the logical consequences of the 


Cyrenaic teaching. But it is 
undoubtedly an exaggeration 
to charge him, as Eptphanius 
(Expos. Fid. 1089, A.) does, 
with inciting to theft, perjury, 
and robbery. 

2 Diog. 98, and Epiphanius, 
l.c. in still stronger terms: 
@&yaboy pdvoy fraeye roy elBaimo- 
vourra, petvyew (1. padAoy) St roy 
bvoruxourra, Kay  gopds’ Kal 
alperdy elva: roy Epova xAciotoy 
byra wal dreidH (dx0057) This 
statement, likewise, seems to 
be rather in the nature of a 
hasty conclusion, for Theodorus 
makes happiness depend on in- 
telligence, and not on things 
without. 

4 Diog. 98, Epiph. l.c. 
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without reserve ;' Bio? and Euemerus® herein fol- 
lowing his example. For all that, the theory of 


1 The atheism of Theodorus, 
which, besides bringing down 
on him an indictment at 
Athens, gained for him the 
standing epithet &@eos (he was 
called @ebs according to Diog. 
ii. 86, 100, in allusion to a joke 
of Stilpo’s, but probably xar’ 
dvripacww for &eos), will be fre- 
quently mentioned. In Diog. 
97 he says: 4»... wavrdwacw 
kvaipoy ras wep) Oeay ddlas : 
wal airov xepsetdxuper BiBrAly 
éxvyeypaupév wep) Ocav ok 
eixarapporhre: ¢€& gb acw 
"Extxoupov AdBoyvra Td wAcioTa 
eixety, The last statement can 
only apply to the criticism of 
belief in the Gods generally, 
for Epicurus’ peculiar views 
about them were certainly not 
shared by Theodorus. Seat. 
Pyrrh. iii. 218; Math. ix. 51, 
55, mentions him among those 
who deny the existence of the 
Gods, with the addition: 3: 
Tov wepl Ocay ouvrdyuaros 7a 
wapa rois “EAAnos Oeoduyoupera 
woixlthos avackevdcas. 
D. i. 1, 2) says: nullos [Deos] 
esse omnino Diagoras Melius 
et Theodorus Cyrenaicus puta- 
verunt. Jbid. 23, 63: Nonne 
aperte Deorum naturam sustu- 
lerunt? Jbid. 42,117: Omnino 
Deos esse negabant, a statement 
which Minuc. Fel. Oct. 8, 2, and 
Lact. Ira Dei, 9, probably re- 
peat after him. Likewise Plut. 
Comm. Not. 31, 4, p. 1075, says : 
Even Theodorus and those who 


_ ghared his views did not de- 


clare God to be corruptible, 
GAN’? otx éxlorevcay ds tot Tt 


pbaorovy, EHpiph. (Expos. Fid. 


Cie. (N. - 


1089, A.) also asserts that he 
denied the existence of a God. 
In the face of these agreeing 
testimonies, the assertion of 
Clemens (Peedag. 15, A.), that 
Theodorus and others had 
wrongly been called atheists, 
and that they only denied the 
popular Gods, their lives being 
otherwise good, can be of little 
weight. Theodorus no doubt 
denied the Gods of the people 
in the first place, but it was 
not his intention to distinguish 
between them and the true God. 
The anecdotes in Diog. ii. 101, 
116, give the impression of in- 
sincerity. 

2 Diog. iv. 54: woAAd 8 wal 
&bedrepoy wpomepépero trois dput- 
Aote: rodTo @eeddpeiovy drodad- 
gas - but in his last illness he 
was overcome with remorse, 
and had recourse to enchant- 
ments. The argument quoted 
by Sen. Benef. vii. 7, 1, to 
prove that every one and that 
no one commits sacrilege is 
more a rhetorical and intellec- 
tual work of skill, 

* The view of Kuemerus re- 
specting the Gods is briefly as 
follows : There are two kinds of 
Gods—heavenly and incorrup- 
tible beings, who are honoured 
by men as Gods, such as the 
sun, the stars, the winds; and 
dead men, who were raised to 
the rank of Gods for their 
benefits to mankind. Diodorus 
in Hus. Pr. Hv. ii. 2, 62. To 
the latter class of beings Eue- 
merus referred the whole of 
Mythology, and supposed it to 
be a history of princes and 
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Aristippus did not altogether satisfy him. He was 
fain to admit that pleasure and pain do not merely 
depend on ourselves and our inner state, but also in 
@ great measure on external circumstances; and he 
therefore sought such a definition of the highest 
good as should secure happiness to the wise man, 
and make that happiness dependent on his prudence.! 
This result, he thought, would be reached if happi- 
ness were made to consist, not in individual plea- 
sures, but in a cheerful state of mind—and con- 
versely evil, not in individual feelings.of pain, but in 
an unhappy tone of mind ; for feelings being the effects 
of impressions from without, states of mind are in our 
own power.? Accordingly, Theodorus asserted that 
in themselves pleasure and pain are neither good nor 


bad ; goodness consists in cheerfulness, evil in sadness ; x 


the former proceeds. from prudence, the latter from 
folly; therefore pursue prudence and justice, eschew 


princesses, Uranus, Cronus, 
Zeus, Rhea, &c. For further 
particulars respecting this ra- 
tionalising history of the Gods, 
consult Steinhart, Allg. Encyclo. 
Art. Euhemerus.-: V. Sieroka, 
De Euhemero. 

1 These reasons are not men- 
tioned in so many words, but 
they follow from Theodorus’ 
positions about the highest 
good, and also from the stress 
which, according to Diog. 98, 
he laid on the atrdpxe:a of the 
wise man, and the difference 
he made between wisdom and 
folly. 

2 Probably what Cic. (Tuse. 
iii. 13, 28; 14, 31) quotes as 


Cyrenaic doctrine belongs to 
Theodorus : that not every evil 
engenders sorrow, but only un- 
foreseen evils, that many pre-) 
cautions can be taken to pre- 
vent sorrow by familiarising 
ourselves with the thought of 


future evils. What control of - 


outward impressions he con- 
sidered possible by prudence, 
appears also from the explana- 
tory remarks in Stod. Floril. 
119, 16; the wise man has 
never sufficient reason to put 
an end to his own life, and it 
is inconsistent to call vile the 
only evil, and then to put an 
end to life to avoid the suf- 
ferings of life. 
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ignorance and wrong-doing.' Occasionally he him- 
self displayed a fearlessness and an indifference to 
life? which would have done honour to a Cynic. 
Not that the theory of pleasure was therewith sur- 
rendered, but the older setting of that theory was 
changed. In place of individual pleasures, a state 
of mind was substituted, independent of the mere 
feelings of enjoyment and pleasure. Instead of a 
cheerful resignation to the impressions of the mo- 
ment, the highest good was made to consist in rising 
superior to circumstances. 

Hegesias went a step further. He, too, adheres 
to the general maxims of Aristippus. With him 
good is identical with pleasure, evil with unhappi- 
ness: all that we do, we do only for ourselves; if 
services are rendered to others, it is only because 
advantages are expected in return.’ But on looking 


1 Diog. 98: rédros 8 dwerduBave 
xapay Kal Auehy> rhy piv én) 
gpovhoe, thy 8 em aopoctry: 
&yadd 3t ppdynoty Kal Bixasorbyny, 
wax 8 ras dvayrlas éfes, péoa 
3e 78ovhy xal wévov. That justice 
should be reckoned among 
good things may be brought 
into agreement with what is 
quoted p. 266, 3. It is to be 
recommended, because it pro- 
tects us from the unpleasant 
consequences of forbidden ac- 
tions, and from the disquiet 
which the prospect of these 
consequences produces, al- 
though such actions are not in 
themselves inadmissible. 

2 When at the court of Ly- 
simachus, he so enraged the 
latter by his frankness (Diog. 


102; Plut. Exil. 16; Philo, Qu. 
Omn. Pr. Tib. p. 606, 884, C.) 
that Lysimachus threatened to 
crucify him, upon which Theéo- 
dorus uttered the celebrated 
saying, that it was indifferent 
to him whether he went to 
corruption in the earth or in 
the air. Cio. Tuse. i. 43, 102; 
Valer. Maz. vi. 2,3; Plut. An. 
Vitios. 3, p. 499; Stobd. Floril. 
2, 23, attribute another saying 
to him on the same occasion, 
attributing to Anaxarchus the 
above passage in Stod. Floril. 
2, 23. 

® Diog. ii. 93 : of B& ‘Hynoraxod 
Aeyduevot oxomods yey elxov Tous 
abrovs Hdovhy xa wévoy, uhre Bt 
xdpw re elyas uhre pirlay phre 
evepyeolay, 5d 7d ph 8)’ adbra radra 
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round to discover wherein true pleasure is to be 
found, Hegesias met with no very consoling answer. 
Our life, he says, is full of trouble; the numerous 
sufferings of the body affect the soul also, disturbing 
its peace; fortune in numberless ways crosses our 
wishes; man cannot reckon upon a satisfactory state 
of mind, in a word, upon happiness.! Even the 
practical wisdom, upon which Aristippus relied, af- 
fords to his mind no security ; for perceptions, accord- 
ing to the old Cyrenaic maxim, not showing us things 
as they are in themselves, if we are always obliged to 
act according to probabilities, who can be sure that 
our calculations will come true?? And if happiness 
eannot be had, it is surely foolish to try for it; 
enough if we can but fortify ourselves against the 
sufferings of life; freedom from pain, not pleasure, 
is our goaJ.2 Yet how may this goal be reached in 
a world where so much trouble and pain falls to our 


aipetoOa: Quads abra, GAA Bid Tas 
xpelas abrds [probably airoy], 
Gy ardvrwy pnd exeiva drape. 
Ibid. 95: rév re copdy éavrov 
évexa wdvra wpdtew: ovdéva yap 
hryeiosa: réy wAAwy éxions &iioy 
aire: khy yap Ta wéyiora donq 
wapd Tov Kapwovoba:, ph elvat 
dvrdiia ay abrds rapdoxn. Lpiph. 
Exp. Fid. 1089, B., says the 
same, but less accurately. 

1 Diog. 94: thy eddaimovilay 
Saws &dbvaroy elvar* 1rd pty yap 
CGue woAAGY dvarerdrjr0a: wabn- 
pdrov, thy Bt Wuxyhy cvurabeiy 
7@ oépar: Kal rapdrrecOa, rhy 
88 réxny WOAAG Tay Kar’ drxlda 

wrvew ° Gore Sia raira advt- 
apxroy Thy ev8aipoviay eva, See 


p. 343, 1. 

2 Diog. 95: dxfpouv 88 xa) rds 
aisGhoes obx &xpiBobtoas thy éri- 
yvorw, Tay 7 ebrdyws pavonéveoy 
adyra xpdrrev. We insert this 
sentence in the connection of 
the doctrine of Hegesias, where 
it most probably belongs, with- 
out, however, unconditionally 
guaranteeing for it this rela- 
tion. 

® Diog. 95: rév re copdy obx 
obrw xrcovdeey ey rh Tav dyaley 
alpdoe, ds év ti Tay Kaxay ouvyy, 
Téros TiOEnEvoy Td uh emindrws Cay 
pnde Avwnpds: 8 8% wepryéver Oar 
Tots &dtapophoact, rep) ra wointiKe 
ris Hoorjs. 
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lot? Clearly not at all as long as peace of mind 
depends upon external things and circumstances ; 
contentment is only then sure, when we are indif- 
ferent to everything which produces pleasure or pain.! 
These, as Hegesias observes, depend ultimately, 
not upon things, but upon our attitude towards 
things ; in itself nothing is pleasant or unpleasant, 
but makes a varied impression, according to our 
tone and condition.? Neither riches nor poverty 
affect the happiness of life; the rich not being 
happier than the poor. Neither freedom, nor slavery, 
high nor low rank, honour nor dishonour, are condi~ 
tions of the amount of pleasure we receive. Indeed, 
life only appears a good thing to a fool; to the wise 
man it is indifferent. No Stoic or Cynic could more 
sternly denounce the value of external things than 
the pupil of Aristippus here dees. With these prin- 
eiples is connected the noble and thoroughly Socratic 
maxim that faults do not call for anger, nor human 
beings for hatred, but only for instruction, since no 
one intentionally does what is wrong ;‘* desiring what 
is pleasant, everyone desires what is good; and as 
the wise man does not allow his peace of mind to 
depend on things external, neither does he allow it 
to be ruffled by the faults of others.. 


™ See preceding note. bably only bears the sense 
2 Diog. 94: pbc tr’ obdty F380 given in the text. Similarly 
} andis twedduBavoy: dh 32 Hpiphanius, 1. c.; conf. p. 343, 1. 
onduey 2} Eevicudy } udp Tovs * Tbid.: treyow Ta Guaprhuanc 
pev HSerOar rovs 3° andds Exew ovyy:ouns Ttuyxdvey: oF yap 
3 [bid. 95: nal rG@ wey Spo Exdvra ayaprdvev, GAAd Tim 
vd Civ Avorredts, elvya:, re 5t wdber KarnvaryKaauévoy ° ‘wad ph 
gpovlup adidpopoy’ which pro- pichoevr, pardAoy 3é peradiddcew. 
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In the theory of Hegesias it is seen more decidedly 
even than in that of Theodorus, that the doctrine of 
pleasure is unsatisfactory. It is even expressly ad- 
mitted that human life has about it more of sorrow 
than joy, and hence a perfect indifference to things 
outward is insisted upon. But what right has Hege- 
sias to identify pleasure with the good, and pain with 
evil? After all, the good is that which is the con- 
dition of our well-being; if this be indifference 
rather than pleasure, indifference and not pleasure 
is the good; the doctrine of pleasure has come round 
to its opposite—the Cynic independence of everything 
external. 
this as its general principle without surrendering its 
own position ; still it is distinctly avowed within that 
school that pleasure is not in all cases the highest 
motive. Anniceris indeed maintained that the aim 
of every action is the pleasure resulting therefrom ; 
and, like the older Cyrenaics, he would not hear of a 
general aim of life, nor substitute freedom from pain 
in the place of pleasure.! He observed too that by 
pleasure only our own pleasure can be understood ; 
for of the feelings of others, according to the old 


1 Clemens, Strom. ii. 417, B.: 


statement in Diog. ii. 96: of 8 
of 38 ’Avyucéperot Kadobpevor . . . 


"Avyixépecos Ta pty BAAa Kard 


Not that the Cyrenaic school could avow: 


rou wey SdAov Blou réros oddity 
dpicnévoy tratay, éxdorns Se 
apdtews tS:0v iwdpxew réros, Thy 
ex ris xpdtews mweprywopévny 
Hdovhv, obro. of Kupnvaixe) roy 
Spov ris doris "Emxovpou, tour- 
dort thy rot daAyovvros bwretal- 
peo, G0erovo: vexpot kardoraciv 
amoxadobvvres. See p. 354, 1. This 
would justify the inaccurate 


Tabta robrois—the School of 
Hegesias—and also the asser- 
tion (Suid. ’Avvix.) that Anni- 
ceris, although living, accord- 
ing to Suidas, in the time of 
Alexander, was an Epicurean. 
Cicero and Diogenes likewise 
affirm that his School declared 
pleasure to be the good. 
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teaching of his School, we can know nothing.’ Yet 
pleasure is not only caused by enjoyments of the 
senses, but by intercourse with other men and by 
honourable pursuits. Hence, Anniceris allowed to 
friendship, gratitude, family affection, and patriotism 
an independent value, quite apart from the benefit 
resulting from these relations. He even went so 
far as to say that the wise man would make sacri- 
fices for them, nor would his happiness suffer from his 
so doing, even if there remained to him but little 
actual enjoyment.? This admission brought him 
round to the ordinary view of life, to which he ap- 
proximated still further by attaching less value to 
prudence, the second element in the Cyrenuic doctrine 
of morals, than Aristippus had done. In fact, he 
denied that prudence alone is sufficient to make us 
safe and to raise us above the prejudices of the 
masses; there must be practice as well, to overcome 
the effect of perverse use.‘ 


1 Diog. 96: thy re Tot plrov mpdtev. Sev, 3:2 rabra xb 3xAh- 


etSamovlay 8° abrhy ph elya 
dperhy, unde yap aicOnrhy eh 
wédas ixndpxew. See p. 350, 1. 

* Clemens, |. c. continues: 
xalpew yap jas ph pdvoy enh 
néovais, GAAG wal éwl duscAlous xat 
éxt piroriulas, Comp. Cic. Off. 
iii. 33, 116. See p. 347, 2. 
The expression in Clement, r}y 
dx rhs mpdtews meprywoudvny 
f8ovh", probably refers not only 
to the pleasure resulting from 
an action, but to the pleasure 
immediately bound up there- 
with. 

3 Diog. 96: a&wéAvrov Se Kal 
girtav dv Bly xal xdow Kal xpds 
yovdas ryshy Kal dwtp warplBos Tt 


ges dvadéinra db copds, oddity 
Frrov evSapovhoe, cay dAlya yoda 
wepryéyntacatrg. Ibid. 97: rdy 
te plaov wh dia ras xpelas udvoy 
a&xodéxerOa, ay cwodevroveey ph 
émiarpéperbat’® GAAG Kal wapd Thy 
yeyovviay eBvoav: fs tvexa wal 
axdvous droueveiv, Kal rot TiBépevor 
Hdovhy tédos Kal &xOdpuevor ex) 14 
oréperOat abris Sums éxovclws 
bwonevety 3d Thy xpbs roy plroy 
oropyhy. 

4 Thid. 96 : wh elval re abrdpry 
toy Adyow mpos 7d Oappijaa xal 
THs Tey woAA@y BdEns Swepdve 
yevérOas’ Bkiv F aveblCerOa: dad 
Thy ek woddod ourrpadpeioay hip 
patany didbeor, 


LATER CYRENAICS. SUMMARY. 


Thus the Cyrenaic doctrine is seen gradually to 


vanish away. Aristippus declared that pleasure was - 


the only good, understanding by pleasure actual en- 
joyment, and not mere freedom from pain; and, 
moreover, making the pleasure of the moment, and 
not the state of man as a whole, to be the aim of 
all action. One after another these limitations were 
abandoned. Theodorus denied the last one, Hegesias 
the second, and even the first was assailed by Anni- 
ceris. It thus appears how impossible it is to com- 
bine the Socratic demand for prudence and indepen- 
dence of the external world, with the leading thought 
of the theory of pleasure. The Socratic element 
disintegrates that theory and brings it round to its 
opposite. The process, however, taking place with- 
out intellectual consciousness, no new principle 
results therefrom. Oddly enough the very men in 
whom this result is most apparent, in other respects 
clung to the doctrines of Aristippus with the greatest 
pertinacity. 


THE SOCRATIC SCHOOLS. 


, CHAPTER XV. 
RETROSPECT. 


INCONSISTENCIES appear to have been common to all 


_ the Socratic Schools. It was, without doubt, an in- 


consistency on the part of the Megarians to confine 
knowledge to conceptions, and at the same time to 
do away with all possibility of development and with 
anything like multiplicity or definiteness in concep- 
tions; to declare that being is the good, and, at the 
same time, by denying variety and motion to being, 
to deprive it of that creative power which alone can 
justify such a position; to begin with the Socratic 
wisdom, and to end in unmeaning hair-splitting. 
It was an inconsistency on the part of Antisthenes 
to endeavour to build all human life on a foundation 
of knowledge, whilst at the same time destroying all 
knowledge by his statements touching the meaning 
and connection of conceptions. It was no small in- 
consistency both in himself and his followers to aim 
at a perfect independence of the outer world, and 
yet to attribute an exaggerated value to the externals 
of the Cynic mode of life; to declare war against 


‘ pleasure and selfishness, and at the same time to 


pronounce the wise man free from the most sacred 
moral duties; to renounce all enjoyments, and yet 


sSOCRATIC SCHOOLS RELATED TO SOCRATES. 


‘to revel in the enjoyment of a moral self-exaltation. 
‘In these inconsistencies and in their unintentional 
contradictions appears the unsatisfactory nature of 
the principles from which all these Schools started. 
It is seen how far they were removed from the per- 
fect moderation, from the ready susceptibility of 
‘mind, from the living versatility of Socrates, all 
.clinging to particular sides of his personal character, 
but unable to comprehend it as a whole. 

The same fact will also, no doubt, explain that 
tendency to Sophistry which is so striking in these 
‘philosophers. The captious reasoning of the Mega- 
-rians, the indifference of the Cynics to all speculative 
knowledge, and their contempt for the whole theory 
-of conceptions, no less than the doctrines of Aristip- 
:pus relative to knowledge and pleasure, savour more 
of the Sophists than of Socrates. Yet .all these 
schools professed to follow Socrates, nor was there 

one of them which did not place some element of the 
Socratic philosophy at the head of its system. It 
is therefore hardly correct for modern writers to find 
‘nothing but sophistical views in their teaching, sup- 
-plemented and corrected by what is Socratic, and, 
instead of deducing their differences from the many- 
sidedness of Socrates, to refer them to the diversities 
.of the Sophists converging from many sides towards 
‘the Socratic philosophy as a centre.1 With decided 


1K. F. Hermann, Ges. Abh. to be regarded as a corrective, 
*228, who, amongst other things modifying more or less strongly 
there says that the agreement their fundamental views de- 
in matter between these schools rived from the Sophists; they 
-and the Socratic teaching ought are the pioneers of advancing 
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B. These 
schools are 
more fol- 
lowers of 
Socrates 
than of the 
Sophists. 
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THE SOCRATIC SCHOOLS. 


admirers of Socrates, such as Antisthenes and Euclid, 
there can be not even a shadow of support for this 
view. Such men conscientiously aiming at a faith— 
ful reproduction of the life and teaching of Socrates, 
must have been conscious that to him they were first 
indebted for an intellectual centre, and that from 

him they had first received the living germ of a true 
philosophy ;—indeed this may be clearly observed in 

their philosophy. In their case it is wrong to speak 

of the ennobling influence of Socrates on sophistical 

principles; we ought rather to speak of the influence 

of sophistry on their treatment of the teaching of 
Socrates. Socrates, as it were, gave the substance of 
the teaching, sophistry being only a narrower limita- 

tion of it; for this reason a School like that of~ the 

Stoics was able in the end to connect itself with that 

of the Cynics. 

With Aristippus the case is somewhat different. 
Yet even in respect of him it has been already 
established, not: only that he professed to be a fol- 
lower of Socrates, but that he really was one, although 
he penetrated less than others into the deeper mean- 
ing of the founder’s teaching, and showed the influ- 
ence of sophistical views most plainly. If then, 


with the proof of the differ- 


sophistry, endeavouring: to act 
ence in principle between the 


as an equipoise to Socratic 
teaching, &c. Yet this remark 
agrees ill with those steps in 
advance of Socrates which 
Hermann thinks to discern in 
many sophistical assertions of 
Antisthenes and Aristippus 
(see pp. 296, 1; 370, 2), and 


Eristie of the Sophists and 
that of Megara. (Ges. Abh. 260, 
f.) Far more correct and more 
in keeping with our view was 
that expressed by Hermann at 
an earlier time. (Plat. 257.) 
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besides lower capacities, previous sophistical training Cxap. 
-may be the cause which prevented the founders of a 
the imperfect Schools from entering so deeply or 
‘fully into the spirit of their master as Plato did, it 
should also be remembered that Socrates himself 
gave occasion to this variety in the Schools which 
were connected with him. On the one hand, his | ; 
personal character afforded so rich a field as to invite |! , ; (\ 
investigation in the most opposite directions; on the lU 7s 
other hand, the scientific form of his philosophy was|/ y 

. 80 imperfect and so unsystematic, that it gave scope 
for many diverging modes of treatment.' 

This disintegration of the Socratic Schools is C. Zm- 
accordingly not without importance for the further oe 
progress of philosophy. Bringing out the separate schools. 
elements which were united in Socrates, and connect- 
ing them with the corresponding elements in the pre- 
Socratic philosophy, it held them up for more careful 
observation. The problems were set for all sub- 
sequent thinkers to discuss. The logical and ethical 
consequences of the Socratic maxims were brought 
to light. On the other hand, it was seen what the 
separation of the various elements in the teaching 
of Socrates, and their combination with other 
theories, would lead to, unless these theories were 


» Cio. de Orat. iii. 16, 61, quasi familis dissentientes in- 
observes with some justice, but ter se,&c. For instance, Plato 
somewhat superficially: Cum and Antisthenes, qui patien- 
essent plures orti fere a Socrate, tiam et duritiam in Socratico 
-quod ex illius variis et diversis sermone maxime adamarat, and 
-et in omnem partem diffusis also Aristippus, quem illac ma- 
disputationibus alius aliud ap- gis voluptariz disputationes 
prehenderat, proseminatz sunt delectarant. 
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‘1 for his theory of ideas, Antisthenes and Aristippus 
' the groundwork for his theory of the highest good. 


THE SOCRATIC SCHOOLS, 


first recast after the mind of Socrates, In this way 
the one-sidedness of the smaller Socratic schools 
was indirectly instrumental in enforcing the demand 
for a comprehensive treatment which should connect: 
the different aspects of the Socratic philosophy more- 
closely with each other and with earlier systems, and 
decide the importance of each one relatively to the- 
rest- In both ways these Schools influenced Plato 
and Aristotle, Euclid supplying to Plato the basis: 


Of greater importance is the fact that those fol— 
lowers of Socrates prepared the way for the course 
taken by philosophy after the time of Aristotle. 


NS X True as it is that the post-Aristotelian systems are 


not immediately connected with the imperfect 


Socratic Schools, and that those systems would . 


have been impossible without Plato and Aristotle ;. 


still it must not be forgotten that these thinkers 


are also deeply indebted to the Socratic Schools. 
The predominance of practical over intellectual 
interests which the post-Aristotelian philosophy dis- 
plays; the moral contentment with which the wise 
man, withdrawing from everything external, falls 
back upon the consciousness of his freedom and 
virtue; the citizenship of the world which can dis-. 
pense with a country and political interest—all these 
peculiarities of later times are foreshadowed in the 
lesser Socratic Schools. The Stog adopted the moral 
principles of the Cynics almost in their entirety, only 
softening them down and expanding them in applica- 
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tion. The same School looks for its logic chiefly to the 
Megarians besides Aristotle. From the School of 
Megara too the scepticism of Pyrrho and the Academy 
branched off, albeit in a somewhat different direction. 
The teaching of Aristippus reappears in Epicurus, 
only changed in some details. In short, tendencies, 
which at an earlier period could only secure a qua- 
lified recognition, obtained the upper hand when 
strengthened, recast, and supplemented by other 
elements. | 

Yet even this was not possible until the intellec- 
tual strength of Greece had abated, and her political 
condition had become so far hopeless as to favour 
the view that indifference to everything external 
could alone lead to peace of mind. Previously the 
intellectual sense had been too quick, and the Greek 
spirit too keen, to allow the hard-won results of the 
Socratic philosophy to be thus frittered away. That 
philosophy according to its deeper bearings must 
needs issue in a science of conceptions such as was 
set forth by Plato and Aristotle. 

Only by separating the various but inwardly con- 
nected elements of the Socratic teaching, only by 
confounding the form in which Socrates clothed his 
teaching with that teaching itself, and mistaking 
defects in manner for defects in matter, could phi- 
losophy be limited to metaphysics so abstract and 
a criticism so empty as the Megarian, to morals so 
unintellectual and absolutely negative as those of 
the Cynics; or could the doctrine of Aristippus pass 
for truly Socratic. Whilst therefore these Schools 
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are not without importance for the progress of 
Greek philosophy, their intellectual productions can- 


not be valued very highly. A truer understanding 


and a more comprehensive treatment of the Socratic 
philosophy, was the work of Plato. 


INDEX. 
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ACA 
Rr tee oren S, 269 


Academy, older, 50; connected 
with Plato, 51; new, 4 

Accusation, the, of Socrates, 193 

4Eschines, view of Socrates, 76; 
assigns the reason for the con- 
demnation of Socrates, 211; a 
disciple of Socrates, 245; his 
prose preferred by some to that 
of Xenophon, 245 

éschylus, illustrating the state of 
thought in the fifth century, B.c., 
6 ; on the boundary line between 
two periods, 9; difference be- 
tween, and Sophocles, 12; con- 
trasted with Euripides, 16 

Xthiops, a pupil of the elder Ari- 
stippus, 342 

Agatho, the dainty elegance of, 
20 


Alcibiades, of Plato’s, 78; allows 
that the discourses of Socrates 
seem rude, 80; fascinated by 
Socrates, 183, 184; his connec- 
tion with Socrates, 207, 214, 
219, 221 

Alexinus, a native of Elis, notorious 
for his captiousness, 253; two 
arguments of his known, 268; 
attacked by Menedemus the Ere- 
trian, 282 

Anaxagoras, his teaching referred 
to by Euripides, 19; proves that 


ANT 


spirit alone can make a world out 
of matter, 42; teaching known 
to Socrates, 57; extravagant 
theories of, 135 ; his view of God 
as the Reason of the world, 176 ; 
his atheism charged on Socrates, 
221 

Ancient morality, relation of So- 
crates to, 226 

Anniceris, a Cyrenaic, pupil of 
Antipater, 343, 375, 379, 385 

Antigone of Sophocles, 13 

Antipater, a Cyrenaic, pupil of the 
elder Aristippus, 342; Hegesias 
and Anniceris his pupils, 343 

Antisthenes, theory of, dangerous 
tothe popular faith, 229; founder 
of a Socratic School, the Cynic, 
247, 284, 291; anativeof Athens, 
284; rejects every combination 
of subject and predicate, 277; 
holds that the One alone exists, 
279; the teacher of Diogenes, 
286; his character, 291; ex- 
presses himself in favour of cul- 
ture, 293; his nominalistic 
theory, 297; prefers madness to 
pleasure, 305; how led to his 
views, 307; allows that some 
kinds of pleasure are good, 308 ; 
makes virtue consist in know- 
ledge, 310, 311; considers mar- 
riage unnecessary, 320 ; censures 
popular government, 322 ; doubts 


304 


ANY 


popular faith, 327; assails my- 
steries, 329; makes happiness 
the end of philosophy, 346; de- 
viates from teaching of Socrates, 
374; inconsistencies of, 386 

Anytus, the accuser of Socrates, 
193; his dislike for Socrates, 
203; based on some supposed 
personal injury, 205, 206, 207; 
a leading democrat, 211 ; a vio- 
lent opponent of the Sophists, 
218 ; supposed to uphold ancient 
morality, 231 

Aphrodite, story of, in Euripides, 
17 

Apollonius of Cyrene, surnamed 
Cronos, 251 

Apology, 101; the language of 
Socrates in, 79; sifting of men 
described in, 125; cautious lan- 
guage of, on a future life, 153; 
moral considerations dwelt on 
by Socrates in his, 185; proves 
that popular opinion about So- 
crates agreed with the picture 
drawn by Aristophanes, 215; 
Xenophon’s, 205 

Archilaus, teaches that the spirit 
returns to the ether, 19; falsely 
said to have been a teacher of 
Socrates, 57 

Archipylus, an Elean philosopher, 
280 

Arete, daughter of the elder Ari- 
stippus, 341 

Arginusez, state of public feeling 
after battle of, 207; Socrates 
hazarded his life to save the 
victors at, 225 

Aristides, the time of, 231; sup- 
. posed relationship of, to So- 
crates, 62, n. 

Aristippus, connection of his teach- 
ing to that of Socrates, 155; doc- 
trine of, 392 ; founder of a Socra- 
tic School, the Cyrenaic, 247, 337 ; 
independent in character, 339 ; 
-his pupils, 341; 


the Cyrenaic 


INDEX. 


ARI 


doctrine his, 344; studied Ethics. 
exclusively, 346; thinks happi- 
ness the end of philosophy, 347, 
375, 385; considers enjoyment 
an end i in ‘itself, 347, 376 ; theory 
of highest good, 391 ; develop- 
ment of his leading thought, 
348 ; considers feeling produced 
by internal motion, 352; con- 
duct and views of, 352, 361; a 
free-thinker, 367; greatly in- 
debted to Socrates, 368; not a 
degenerate pupil of Socrates, 
370, 375; has many Socratic. 
traits, 372; dispenses with 
property and enjoyment, 373 ;. 
deviates further from Socrates 
than Antisthenes, 374; his scanty 
remarks on the origin of ime. 
pressions, 374; his principles. 
adhered to by Theodorus, 379 ;. 
and by Hegesias, 380; teaching 
reappears in Epicurus, 392 


Aristippus the younger, grandson 


of the elder Aristippus, 341 ;: 
his pupils, 342 


Aristophanes, illustrating the pro-- 


blem of philosophy, 29; an 
enemy of innovation, 29, 108,. 
114, 217, 218; his play of the 
‘ Clouds’ supposed to have been 
suggested by Anytus, 203, 206 
[see Clouds]; considered So- 
crates a dangerous teacher, 207 ;. 
opposes him on patriotic grounds, 
209 ; charges Socrates with So- 
phistic display, 221 


Aristotelian distinction between. 


philosophy and convention, 312 


Aristotle, his physical discussions, 


45; subordinate to metaphysics, 
40; expands the conceptional. 
philosophy of Socrates, 42, 47, 
128; adheres to Idealism, 41, 
49; his criticism of Plato’s. 
Ideas, 49; his ethical views, 46 ; 
the ripe fruit of Greek philoso- 
phy, 50; influenced by imper-~ 


INDEX. 


ARI 


. fect Schools, 50; introduces in- 
ductive method, 129 ; his notices 
of Socratic philosophy, 101, 104, 
137 ; agree with those of Plato, 
181, 182; and supplement those 
of Xenophon, 183; his view of 
the chief merit of Socrates, 132 ; 
attacked by Eubulides, 251; de- 


nies that any propositions are’ 


false, 301; gives logic to the 
Stoics, 391 

Aristotle of Cyrene, a contem- 
porary of Theodore, 344 

Aristoxenus, account of Socrates, 
58, n.; disparaging, 70, 2 

Asceticism of Neoplatonists, 46; 
of Antisthenes, 305; of post- 
Aristotelians, 45 

Asclepiades removes Elean School 
to Eretria, 280 

Asiatic, the state of Xenophon an 
A. kingdom, 244 

Aspasia, teacher of Socrates, 57 ; a 
friend of Socrates, 166 

Athenian polish, 73 ; taste, 80; de- 
mocracy, 169, 194, 223; popular 
men, 29; people victims, 30; 
tragedians, 4 

Athenians, 198, 211, 228; guilt of, 
233, 234 ; repentance of, 201 

Athens, central position of, 3; 
legendary history of, 28; plague 
of, 28; citizens of, 31; their ad- 
vantages, 31; state of, after 
Peloponnesian war, 28, 29, 30; 
intellectual movement going on 
at, 54, 55, 183; the abode of So- 
crates, 193, 230; state of public 
opinion, 234 ; political intrigues 
of, 51; not governed by Sophists, 
204; fall of, 218; old constitu- 
tion re-established by enemies 
of Sophists, 219; ancient glory 
of, 219 ; Gods of, 214 ; Aristippus 
led to Athens, 337 

Atomists, views of, known to Socra- 
tes, 57 

Atreus, story of house of, 8 
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Attic prose, models of, 245; philo- 
sophy, 32 

Authorities for the philosophy af 
Socrates, 101, 105, 181, 184 ; for- 
Megarian philosophy, 249 


| Sean of Euripides, 17 


Bacchylides illustrating the pro-. 
blem of philosophy, 21 

Bacchus, story of birth of, 17 

Being and Becoming, Megarian 
view of, 259 

Bio, the Borysthenite, a Cyrenaic,. 
pupil of Theodore, 343, 378 

Brucker’s time, a turning point in 
estimate of authorities for So- 
crates’ life, 99 

Bryso, son of Stilpo, 255 


((APTIOUSNESS [see Eristic]. 


Cato’s view of the condemnation 
of Socrates, 205 

Cebes, 246 

Character of Socrates, greatness. 
of, 70; peculiar features in, 77 ; 
Grecian peculiarities in, 74, 95 

Characteristics of the Socratic phi- 
losophy, 102 

Charges, unfounded, against So- 
crates, 220; charges against his 
political views, 213 ; against his. 
moral and religious views, 214 

Charmides, a disciple of Socrates, 
212 

Chronology of the life of Socrates,. 
53, 2. 1 

Chrysippus, blames Menedemus. 
and Stilpo for plausible fallacies,. 
282 

Civil life, 165; renunciation of,. 
by Cynics, 319 

Cleon, 210, 30 
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Clinomachus, 251 

Clytemnestra, of schylus, 13; 
of Euripides, a doubter, 18 

* Clouds,’ the, of Aristophanes, 
suggested by Anytus, 203, 206 ; 
attack Socrates as a Sophist, 
210, 215 ; scope of, 214 ; portrait 
in, 215, 61, 2. 1. 

Comedians, illustrating the pro- 
blem of philosophy, 29 

‘Conceptions, theory of, characte- 
Yistic of the Socratic Era, 39, 
40, 109; importance of, for So- 
crates, 131; defined, 41; com- 
mon to Plato and Aristotle, 42 ; 
developed, 47; formation of, 
128 ; proof by, 128, 130; rejected 
by Euclid, 259; developed to 
Nominalism by Cynics, 297 [see 
Dialectic] 

Condemnation of Socrates, 198; 
causes of, 202; not the work of 
the Sophists, 202; not due to 
personal animosity, 205; real 
causes of, 213; justice of, 220 

Connus, reputed teacher of So- 
crates, 56, 1 

Contemporaries, relation of Socra- 
tes to, 231 

Conviction, personal, insisted on 
by Socrates, 227 

Corinth, 251 

-Corybantic mysteries, 33 

Crates, a pupil of Diogenes, 288 ; 
speaks approvingly of culture, 
293; displays art, 334 

Critias, Sophistic moralising of, 
211; fascinated by the wisdom 
of Socrates, 183; a pupil of 
Socrates, 221 ; the most unscru- 
pulous of the oligarchs, 211 

‘ Crito,’ the, of Plato, 152 

‘Cronos, surname of Apollonius, 
251; andof Diodorus, 252 

Custom, distinction between, and 
philosophy, 312 

“Cynicism, traces of, in Stilpo’s 
moral teaching, 276, 277 


CYR 


Cynics, 284; history of, 284 ; teach- 
ing of, 291; morality of, 160, 
301; practice of, 314 ; influence 
on the world, 331; go back to 
Eleatic doctrine, 248 ; depreciate 
knowledge, 295; Nominalism 
of, 300; declare contradiction 
impossible, 301; negative side 
of morality, 310; positive side, 
312; good and evil, 301; virtue, 
310; wisdom and folly, 313; re- 
nunciation of self, 315, 358, 370; 
renunciation of society, 319, 
379; the family, 320; civil life, 
322 ; immodesty, 326; rejection 
of religion, 276, 327 ; their views 
combined with those of Mega- 
rians by Stilpo, 275, 284; said 
to have studied Ethics exclu- 
sively, 344 

Cynic School, a development of 
the Socratic, 50, 162, 247 ; follows 
the path of self-denial, 373 

Cyrenaics, 337; history of, 337 ; 
teaching of, 344; go back to 
Protagoras, 248; practical life 
of, 361 ; position of their system, 
369 ; relation uf their philosophy 
to Socrates, 369, 374; of their 
moral teaching, 372; of their 
political views, 374; later, 376 ; 
general position of, 346; view 
of happiness, 45, 346 ; importance 
attached to feelings, 346, 352, 
358 ; doctrine of pleasure, 160, 
352; the highest good, 354; 
modified view of, 356 ; consider 
all notions relative, 348; as- 
sumed a sceptical attitude to- 
wards knowledge, 348, 351; deny 
that any pleasures are bad in 
themselves, 356 ; admit degrees 
of pleasure, 357; happiness not 
the satisfaction of animal in- 
stincts, 359; philosophy how 
connected with Euemerus, 367; 
employ outer world for their 
own ends, 373 | 
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CYR 


Cyrenaic School, a development of 
the Socratic, 50, 247; separate 
branches of, 343; views advo- 
cated within, 376 

Cyrene, 251 

Cyropedeia, the, of Xenophon, 
245 

Cyrus, expressions of the dying, 
179, 242 ; intimacy of Xenophon 
with, 212 


AA!™Oonion, of Socrates, 66, . 1, 
81; false views of, 82; nota 

genius, 82; regarded as a pri- 
vate oracle, 84, 89, 96; its field 
limited, 90; instances of its in- 
tervention, 86; not the same as 
conscience, 91; philosophical 
view of, 94; said to be substi- 
tuted for God, 220; its position 
in relation to the popular belief, 
229 

Damon, reputed teacher of So- 
crates, 56, 2. 1 

Death of Socrates, 200, 201; re- 
sults of, 235 

— Socrates’ view of, 179 

Defence of Socrates, 196, 197 

Delos, sacred ship, delays the 
execution of Socrates, 201 

Delphic oracle confirms Socrates in 
his course of life, 60, and x. 3, 
122, ». 1; God, 108 

Demetrius Poliorcetes, 277 

Demosthenes, a pupil of Eubulides, 
251 

Depreciation of knowledge by Cy 
nics, 291; limits to, 293 

Destruction, views of Diodorus 
on, 272 

Details of the trial of Socrates, 
194-200 

Dialectic, a criticism of what ¢s, 
133; the art of forming con- 
ceptions, 39; a characteristic 
of Socratic period, 40 ; the foun- 
dation of Plato’s system, 39 [see 
Conceptions, Knonledge | 
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‘Dialectical tendency supreme in 


Socrates, 39 

Didactic poetry illustrating philo-- 
sophy in fifth century, B.c., 21 

Dike, Aischylus’ conceptions of, 8 

Dioclides, 251 

Diodorus, captiousness of, 269;. 
views on Motion, 269; on De-. 
struction, 272; on the Possible, 
272; surnamed Cronos, 252 ;: 
teacher of Philo, 254 

Diogenes, initiates Stilpo into 
Cynic doctrine, 253; a native of’ 
Sinope and pupil of Antisthenes, 
287 ; uses expressions in favour 
of culture, 293; recommends 
justice, 308; his asceticism, 
320; averse to marriage, 321 ;: 
allows marriage of relations,. 
322; Plato’s view of, 331 ; theory 
and practice overlap with, 369 

—, testimony of, to line of argu-- 
ment pursued in Euclid’s time, 
265 d 

Diotima, teacher of Socrates, 57,1 

Dissen, view on authorities for: 
Socrates’ life, 100 

Dodona, doves of, 26 

Droyosen, view of Aristophanes, 
217, n. 


DUCATION of Socrates, 55, 56,. 
n.1, 3,4; 57,2. 1,3 
Egyptian priestesses in Herodotus, 
26 


Elean-Eretrian School, 279-283; 
history of, 279; teaching of, 
281 

Eleatic doctrine of the One and 
All, 264, 265; difference be- 
tween sensual and rational 
knowledge, 260; revived by 
Cynics, 248 ; also by Megarians, 
250 

Eleatics, subtleties of, 255; doc- 
trines of, 284 

Electra of Euripides, 16, 17 
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Elis, 253 

Elysium, received notions re- 
specting, 24 

Empedocles, views of, known to 
Socrates, 57 

Epicharmus, 21 

Epicurean view of happiness, 45; 
apathy, 46 

Epicureanism, an outcome of 
Cyrenaic School, 50 

Epicureans, on the attainment of 
knowledge, 45; make personal 
conviction the standard of trath, 
116; fond of slander, 70 

Epicurus, placed the highest good 
in freedom from pain, 354; 
gave anew form to the philo- 
sophy of pleasure, 376 ; doctrine 
of Aristippus reappears in, 391 

Eristic, Megarian, 285; that of 
Euclid, 266; of Eubulides, 268 ; 
of Alexinus, 268; of Diodorus, 
269; of Philo, 273; of Stilpo, 
274 

Eros, a passionate attachment 
grounded on esthetic feeling, 
76; described, 124, 126, 166 

Eretrians, 283 

Ethics, the substance of the teach- 
ing of Socrates, 132-148, 172, 
242 [see Morals]; exclusively 
studied by Aristippus, 345 

Eubulides, captiousness of, 267; 
writes against Aristotle, 251; 
the teacher of Demosthenes, 251 

Euclid, an intelligent thinker, 156 ; 
fascinated by the attractions of 
Socrates, 183; founder of a 
Socratic School, the Megarian, 
247, 249, 266; makes use of 
Eleatic doctrines, 259, 265; 
influenced by Heraclitus, 259 ; 
sees true being in incorporeal 
species, 259; a counterpart to 
Plato, 259; rejects the Platonic 
Ideas, 260; denies that.capacity 
exists beyond the time of exer- 
cise, 261; substitutes the Good 
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for the One of Parmenides, 262 ; 
rejects explanation by analogy, 
265; eristic of, 265; denies mo- 
tion, 272; makes virtue consist 
in prudence, 304 

Eudzemonism of Socrates, 158, 160 

Euemerus, the Greek rationalist, 
@ pupil of Theodore, 343, 378 ; 
connection with Cyrenaics pro- 
blematical, 367 


Eumenides of Zschylus, 9, 13, 16° 


Euphantus, a pupil of Eubulides, 
252 

Europa, rape of, in Herodotus, 26 

Euripides, illustrating the state 
of thought in the fifth century, 
B.C., 6, 14; sceptical verses of, 
232; a kindred spirit of the 
better Sophists, 15; contrasted 
with schylus, 16; a rational- 
ising poet, 17; despiser of pro- 
phecy, 17; tragic movement in, 
5 


Euthydemus, his view of injustice, 
130 

Evenus, reputed teacher of So- 
crates, 56, 1 


| Pago renunciation of, by 
Cynics, 320 

Fichte, idealism of, not the ideal- 
ism of Plato, 43; criticism of 
Kant, 158 

Fréret, view of the condemnation 
of Socrates, 203, 204 

Friars, resemblance of, to Cynics, 
835 

Friendship, 163-165 [see Eros] 

‘ Frogs,’ 215 


OD, the oneness of, recognised 

by Socrates, 175 ; conceived 
as the Reason of the world by 
Socrates, 176; forethought of, 
177; identified with the Good 
by Euclid, 263 
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Gods, Socrates charged with re- 
jecting the, of his country, 213 ; 
Cynic views of, 327 . 

Good, the object of knowledge, 
147; practically determined by 
custom and utility according to 
Socrates, 149; Megarian doc- 
trine of, 262; placed in apathy 
by Stilpo, 277; identified with 
God by Euclid, 263 ; Cynic doc- 
trine of Good and Evil, 301; 
Cyrenaic view of the highest 
good, 354 

Gorgias, Plato’s, 152 

——-,doubts of, 189, 218, 255; 
criticism of, 265; a teacher of 
Antisthenes, 285, 295, 327 

Grecian peculiarities in the teach- 
ing of Socrates,'74, 320 

Greece, sweeping changes in, 2; 
free states of, 3; gods of, in- 
sulted by Persian expedition, 8 ; 
mental development of, 35; 
change in inner life of, 184; 
moral life of, 226; attention of, 
directed to logical criticism, 
265 

‘Greek, mode of, thought, 186, 230 ; 
morality, 226, 229, 242; faith, 
229 ; problem proposed to phi- 
losophy in Socrates’ time, 2; 
life involves a contradiction, 7 ; 
morality debased, 76; peculiar- 
ity, 166 ; progress of, 392; pre- 
judice against manual labour, 
242 

Grote, view of Socrates and the 
Sophists, 187, 188, 189 

Gyges, story of, 26 


ECUBA in Euripides, 17; 
doubts of, 18 
Hegel’s view of the 8amdrov, 96; 
view of the relation of Socrates 
to the Sophists, 187, 190; con- 
siders attitude of Socrates op- 
posed to old Greek morality, 226 
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Hegesias, a Cyrenaic pupil of An- 
tipater, 343, 376; adheres to 
the maxims of Aristippus, 380; 
considers life full of trouble, 
381 ; identifies pleasure with the 
good, 383; denies the position 
of Aristippus, 385 

Helen, story of, 26 

Hellas united, 3 | 

Heraclitus, doctrines of, conveyed 
to Sicily by Sophists, 4; views 
of, known to Socrates, 57; idea 
of God, 176; early scepticism 
of, 243 ; view of the phenomenal 
world, 259; his doctrine of the 
perpetual flux of things, 350 

Hercules, patron saint of the Cy- 
nics, 306; a doubter in Euri- 
pides, 18 

Hermez, mutilation of, 207, 214 

Herodotus, exemplifying the state 
of culture in Greece in fifth 
century, B.C., 24; piety and 
credulity of, 25, 27; a friend of 
Sophocles, 24; but adoubter, 26 

Hesiod, verses of, quoted by So- 
crates, 222 

Hiero, the, 244 

Hipparchia, a Cynic, wife of Crates, 
288 


Historians, illustrating the pro- 
blem of philosophy in the fifth 
century, B.C., 24 ; 

Homer, verses of, quoted by So- 
crates, 212; stories criticised 
by Herodotus, 26; explained 
by Antisthenes, 330 

Horned, the, fallacy, 269 

Hypothetical Sentences, view of 
Philo on, 274 


CHTHYAS, the successor of 
Euclid, 250 
Ideal, Socrates not an insipid, of 
virtue, 74, 203 
Idealism, 39 ; beginnings of, in So- 
crates, 42; of Aristotle, 43; of 
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IDE 
Plato, 48; Fichte’s subjective, 


43 

Ideas of Plato, 48, 137 

Ignorance, consciousness of, the 
first result of self-knowledge, 
121 


Immortality of the Soul, Socrates’ ! 


- view of, 178 

Importance of Socratic teaching, 
185 

Individual independence insisted 
on by Socrates, 161; by Cynics 
and Stoics, 162 

Induction necessary to form con- 
ceptions, 129 

Influence of Socratesexplained, 186 

Io, wanderings of, 26 

Iphigenia of Euripides, 16 

Irony of Socrates, 126 

Ixion, story of, 8 


USTICE of the condemnation 
of Socrates considered, 218 


ANT proves immortality of 
soul by utilitarian argument, 

157; resembles Socrates in po- 
sition, 138, 2. 1; contradiction 
in, 157 

Knowledge, true, only gained by 
conceptions, 42, 109 [see Con- 
ceptions] ; virtue consists in, ac- 
cording to Socrates, 140; de- 
preciated by Cynics, 292; So- 
cratic search for true, 124, 108, 
m.1; 109, m. 2; moral value of, 
145 

— of Self, the Socratic, 121 

xuptebwy, the fallacy called, 273 


AIUS, story of, 8 
Leonidas, 77 
Life of Socrates, 52 _ 
Literature, the problem of philoso- 
phy solved by, 4 
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Love for enemies in Socrates, 170 
Lyco, the accuser of Socrates, 194 
Lycurgus, 230 

pasesruch Téxvn Of Socrates, 125 


M* » Socrates’ view of the dig- 
nity of, 178 
Marathon, stern race fought at, 
10, 230; the remembrance of, 
inspires Aristophanes, 29 
Meaning of words, Philo’s view 
of, 274 
Means, relation of, to ends in na- 
tare, 172 
Megara, plunder of, 277 ; Idealism 
of School of, 42 
Megarian School, 253, 284; an 
imperfect expansion of Socratic: 
principle, 50, 247; founded by 
Kuclid, 249; primarily critical, 
253 ; history of, 249; doctrine. 
of, 255 ; approximated to Cyni- 
cism, 279 ; merged in Cynicism, 
283; teaching, 255, 258, 269 ; 
starting point of, 259; develop- 
ment in, 264 
Megarians, go back to Eleatic 
doctrine, 248 ; captious logic of, 
160, 265, 266; their views of 
Being and Becoming, 259; of 
the Good, 263; agree with Plato, 
260; attack popular notions, 
264; fond of fallacies, 267; 
later, indebted to Cynics, 275, 
277 ; inconsistencies of, 386 
Meiner’s view of sources of So- 
cratic authority, 99 
Meletus, the accuser of Socrates, 
193, 203, 205, 206 ; said to have 
suggested the ‘ Clouds’ to Aris- 
tophanes, 203 ; hesitates to ac- 
cuse Socrates of Sophistry, 221; 
a defender of ancient morality, 
231 
‘ Memorabilia,’ the, of Xenophon, 
72, 75, 78, 102, 132, 167, 183 
Menedemus, 281; attempts of 
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Alexinus to entangle, in falla- 
cies, 269 ; removes Elean School 
to Eretria, 280; directs. atten- 
tion to moral questions, 281 

Menedemus, a later Cynic, 290 

Menippus, a later Cynic, 290 

Meno’s question whether virtue is 
obtained by exercise or instruc- 
tion, 313 

Method of Socrates, 113 

Metrocles, brother of Hipparchia, 
a Cynic, 289 

Military service of Socrates, 66, 
n. 2 

Miltiades, time of, 231 

‘ Mirror,’ the, of Cebes, 246 

Moderation, the, of Socrates, 72, 
74, 161 

Modesty suppressed by Cynics, 
326 


Monimus, a Cynic, expresses him- 
self in favour of culture, 294 
Moral importance of theory of 
conceptions, 113; particular 
moral relations discussed by 
Socrates, 160 

Morality, practically determined, 
according to Socrates, by cus- 
tom and utility, 149; inconsis- 
tency of Socrates, 151; super- 
ficially treated by Socrates, 151 ; 
relation of Socrates to older 
morality, 226; relation of So- 
crates to cotemporary morality, 
231 

Morals of the Cynics, 301 

Moschus, an Elean philosopher, 
280 

Motion, view of Diodorus on, 269 

Myrto, the supposed wife of So- 
crates, 61, 62, . 

Mysteries, spread of, after Pelo- 
ponnesian war, 32 


ATURE, view of, foreign to 
Socrates, 135, 137; held by 
Socrates, 172-175; studied by 
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pre-Socratic philosophers, 39 
46 


Neoplatonism the coping-stone of 
Greek philosophy, 61 

Neoplatonists, resort to higher 
revelations, 45; their asceticism, 
46; later philosophers, 105 

Neopythagoreans, 35 

New Academy, time of, 4 

Nicias, superstition of, 28 

Niobe, story of, 8 

Nominalism of Cynics, 297, 300 


6 DIPUS Coloneus’ of Sopho- 
cles, 13 
Olympic goddess, 9 
Olympus, inhabitants of, derided, 
232 
Orphic traditions, 19; mysteries, 
33 


ZETIUS, rejected writings 
of Simmias and Cebes, 246 

Paris, story of, questioned in Euri- 
pides, 17; in Herodotus, 26 

Parmenides, teaching known to 
Socrates, 57, 58; followed by 
Euclid, 260; reduced action 
and passion to the sphere of the 
Becoming, 260; discovered a 
contradiction in the Becoming, 
261; attributes assigned by him 
to real being, 262; proved his 
position directly, 265 

Party, Socrates not the victim of 
a political, 211 

Pasicles, a Megarian, younger than 
Eubulides, 251 

Peloponnesian War, Thucydides’ 
history of, 27 ; increasing spread 
of mysteries about time of, 32; 
views of Socrates fixed about 
time of, 61; fall of Athens in, 
218 ; period after, 231 

Pericles, art in the time of, 3, 10; 
the age of, 28, 54 

Peripatetic School, 50; connected 
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with Aristotle, 51; strictures 
on Socrates, 70 

Persian War, achievements of, 3; 
unexpected result of, 8; Socrates 
born in last years of, 53 

Persians, battles with, 6 

‘Phzedo,’ Plato’s, 59, 137 

Phzedo, the founder of a Socratic 
School, the Elean-Eretrian, 247, 
279 ; a native of Elis, 279; the 
favourite of Socrates, 280; his 
Opinions, 281 

‘Phsedrus,’ the, 79 

Philo, a Megarian and pupil of 
Diodorus, 254, 273 ; his captious- 
ness, 273 

Philolaus, Simmias and Cebes pu- 
pils of, 246 

eer as Schools, permanence 
of, 61 

Philosophy, problem proposed to, 
in fifth century, B.C., 2 ; problem 
solved by politics, art, and reli- 
gion, 2~34; progress of, in fifth 
century, B.C., 35 seq. 

Physical Science not dispensed 
with by Plato, 45 

Physics, ethics substituted for, by 
post-Aristotelian philosophy, 43 

Pindar, illustrating the problem 
of philosophy, 22, 23: respect 
for natural talent, 23 

Plato, Writings of, 99; his dia- 
logues, 100, 181, 183 ; most his- 
torical of, 170; his ‘ Apology,’ 
179, 215; on the Megarians, 
257 ; agrees with, 260; and Xeno- 
phon as authorities, 99; de- 
scribes Euclid’s method, 265 

—, His portrait of Socrates, 101 ; 
calls Socrates the wisest and 
best of men, 73; praises his 
social virtues, 75 ; describes him 
as a perfect thinker, 105 ; speaks 
of his peculiar moderation, 75 ; 
his use of the term Eros, 76; 
his singularity, 77 ; his outward 
appearance, 78; the apparent 
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shallowness of his discourses, 
80; speaks of the 8a:udsor of 
Socrates, 84, 85, 87, 89; speaks 
of Socrates’ attitude towards 
natural science, 137; veils the 
shallowness of Socrates’ theory 
of virtue, 155; mentions what 
told most against Socrates at 
the trial, 205, 207, 217; asso- 
ciates Socrates with Aristo- 
phanes, 210, 216; his lan 
about Anytus, 203, 205, 206; 
value of Plato’s testimony con- 
sidered, 91, 92; his agreement 
with Xenophon, 92, 154, 171, 
181, 188; with Aristotle, 137 

—, Philosophy of, considered So- 
crates a deep thinker, 96; his 
system the fruit of Socrates, 
138, 187; but more developed, 
41, 141, 392; influenced by im- 
perfect Socratic Schools, 50, 51 ; 
regards species as living forces, 
260 ; dialectic, 270; the founda- 
tion of his system, 40; his 
idealism, 42, 48, 49; advance 
from sensible beauty to moral 
beauty, 46; essential concep- 
tions found in all things, 131; 
his teaching concerning the 
State, 46, 169; his physical in- 
quiries, 45; reality of concep- 
tion, 47, 59; difference between 
him and Aristotle, 49; the 
bloom of Greek philosophy, 49 ; 
influenced by imperfect Socratic 
Schools, 50; his description 
of Simmias and Cebes, 246; 
speaks of Cynic definition 
knowledge. as tautological, 312; 
his view of Diogenes, 331 

Platonic distinction between cus- 
tom and philosophy, 312; ideas, 
48 

Platonist, Menedemus said to have 
been a, 283 

Plistanus, an Elean philosopher, 
successor to Phzedo, 280 
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Politics, little importance attached 
to, by Socrates, 228 

Polyeuctus, said to have taken 
part in accusing Socrates, 194, 
mn. 2. 

Poseidon, intervention of, 26 

Possible, the view of Diodorus on, 
272; view of Philo, 273 

Post-Aristotelian philosophy, sub- 
stitutes Ethics for Physics, 44; 
one-sidedness of Schools, 47; 
extreme individualism of, 117 


Predicate, combination of subject . 


and, rejected by Stilpo, 275 
Pre-Socratic philosophy resting on 
tradition, 38 ; a study of nature, 
39, 46; aided by Plato, 51 
Prodicus, teacher of Socrates, 57 
Progress, rapid intellectual, of So- 
cratic age, 2, 3 
Prometheus of Aschylus, 9 
Protagoras, doubts of, 18, 189, 248 ; 
negative teaching of, 248; makes 
man the measure of all things, 
116; considers all notions rela- 
tive, 350 ; considers feelings the 
result of internal motion, 352, 
374 , 
Providence, belief in natural, 174 
‘Providential care of God, 177 
Prytaneum, Athens the, of the wis- 
dom of Greece, 4; Socrates de- 
served to be publicly entertained 
in the, 200 
Pyrrho, his philosophy of doubt, 
265; branched off from the 
School of Megara, 391 
Pythagorean traditions, 19; league, 
164 


EALISM, knowledge of concep- 
tions expanded by Plato into, 
298 
Reason, God conceived as the, of 
the world, 176, 262; the only 
thing which gives a value to 
life, 810 
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Reisig, his view of the character 
of Socrates, 215 

Religion, the position of Socrates 
subversive of, 229; denied by 
the Cynics, 327 

Republic, Plato’s, 152 

Rousseau’s wild fancies, 32 


CEPTICISM of Socratic era, 
117; in Euripides, 16, 18; in 

Herodotus, 26; in the masses, 
34; an outcome of Megarian 
School, 50 

Sceptics, despair of knowledge, 
45 ; imperturbability, 46; resolve 
truth into probability, 116 

Schleiermacher, his view of the 
Saiuudvoy, 84 ; protest against the 
preference shown for Xenophon, 
99; canon of, 100, 104; his ob- 
jections to Xenophon as a sole 
authority, 183 ; discovered Me- 
garian views in Plato, 256 

Self-knowledge, the Socratic, 43, 
121 

Self-renunciation, the, of the Cy- 
nics, 316 

Sextus criticises the arguments of 
Diodorus, 271 

Sicily visited by Sophists, 4 

Sifting of men, the Socratic, 124 

Silenus, appearance of Socrates 
compared by Alcibiades to, 78, 
184 

Simmias, a Theban, described ky 
Plato as a philosopher, 246 

Simon the shoemaker, writings 
circulated under the name of, 
spurious, 247 

Simonides, illustrating the pro- 
blem of philosophy, 21; his epi- 
taph on Leonidas, 77 

Sinope, the birthplace of Diogenes, 
287 

Society, renunciation of, by the 
Cynics, 319 ; influence of Cynics 
on, 331 
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Socrates, age of, its inheritance, 
36; characteristics, 40 ; authori- 
ties for, 104 

—, Character of, 52,212; respected 
by antiquity, 70; greatness of 
character, 70; supposed mental 
struggles, 71; purity, 72; ab- 
stemiousness, 72, 74, 161; 
political céurage, 73; courage, 
201 ; composure, 201, 363 ; pious 
faith, 235 ; greatness, 235 ; sen- 
sible, 83; love of society, 74; 
love of friends, 194, 211, 164, 
76; imbued with Greek pecu- 
liarities, 74, 76; abstraction, 
78, 81; not an insipid ideal of 
virtue, 74, 203 ; not a dry mora- 
list, 108; many-sided sympa- 
thies, 45; serious side in, 73; 
cultivated tact, 94; inward con- 
centration, 81, 96, 97; a Greek 
and Athenian, 74, 95; eccen- 
tricity, 77 ; meditativeness, 78 ; 
absence, 81; modesty, 67; sim- 
plicity of, 338 ; consciousness of 
ignorance, 121, 122, 126; flexi- 
bility, 317; inner life, 94; 
strength of will, 292; import- 
ance attaching to his person, 52, 
116; his Saiudroy, 81, 66, n. 1, 
82, 84, 89, 96; his aim to train 
men, 114, 263; portrait, 105, 240; 
his appearance, 77; accuracy 
of Xenophon’s description chal- 
lenged, 135 

--, comedy on, 2038, 214 

—, contemporaries of, 185 

—, Ethics of, 134, 172, 240; amoral 
reformer, 114; ethical princi- 
ples derived from the Sophists, 
149; scientific doctrine of 
morals, 174; defends friend- 
ships, 163, 164; utility highest 
standard, 147, 372; value of in- 
struction, 222; highest object 
of knowledge, the Good, 147, 
262, 263 ; the oneness of virtue 
and knowledge, 113, 312; re- 
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quire independence from wants, 
315; Plato’s description of, 
155 


Socrates, followers of, one-sided 


followers, 44, 45, 51, 236, 375; 
favourite follower, 280 


—, language of, 151, 152, 163, 


184, 185; apparently ridiculous, 
79 


—, Life of, youth and early man- 


hood, 52, 53; date of birth and 
death, 53, ».; education of, 55; 
his instructors, 56, ». ; manhood 
reached before the Sophists in- 
troduced systematic education, 
55; life begun in trade, 159; 
contentment and simplicity of, 
64; married relations, 61, 62, 
63; avoided public life, 66 ; his 
detractors, 70; respected by 
Xenophon, 72 ; military service, 
66, 2, 70; personal habits, 105; 
simple teaching, 230; dis- 
courses, 102, 184; society, 210; 
enemies, 207; attacks on, 193, 

206, 210, 211, 232; charges 

against, 210, 211, 220, 229; 

most fatal, 217 ; his trial, 196, 

213; condemnation, 200, 202; 

guilt, 202; fate, 235; greatness 

of, 236; death, 200, 235, 285; 

place in history, 186 


—, Philosophy of, 250, 253; ap- 


ce at a philosophical 
crisis, 2; different from pre- 
Socratic, 38; able to take a 
comprehensive view of science, 
4; had no system, 47, 119, 160; 
begins with self-knowledge, 43 ; 
aims at life, 52; philosophical 
platform, 104; breaks away from 
previous philosophy, 112; how 
led to the study of philosophy, 
92; ground occupied by, 104, 240; 
understood the tendencies of 
the age, 114 ; breaks away from 
current opinions, 112; value 
assigned to them, lll, 129; 
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restricted to ethics, 134, 139; 
analytical, 131; opposed to 
doubting, 123; “his deviation 
from original ground of Greek 
thought, 231; free enquiry of, 
291; new mode of thought, 182 ; 
did. not discourse on the All, 
134; explanation by analogy, 
266 ; maxim that virtue consists 
in knowledge, 241; makes the 
highest business of man know- 
ing the Good, 248; few definite 
opinions, 139 ; method, 120, 182, 
240, 241 ; methodical pursuit of 


knowledge, 106, 124, 169, 259, ° 


372 ; narrowness of position of, 
240; enunciated a new truth to 
his contemporaries, 165; con- 
vinced men of ignorance, 206 ; 
spirit of, 246, 248; always 
goes back to conceptions, 93, 
120, 121, 48, 264, 292, 295; 
overrated knowledge, 260; in- 
troduced dialectic, 39; ideal- 
ism_of, 42; view of injuring 
others, 170; theory of proof, 
131; chief merit, 131; philo- 
\sophical greatness, 191 
Socrates, Political views of, 228; 
anti-republican sentiments, 168, 
211; high ideas of the State, 167 
—, prejudice against, 205, 208 


, principles of, developed by 


~ Plato, 49, 169 

—, pupils of, 211, 236, 237, 370 
—, relation to the Sophists, 55, 67 
169, 187, 188, 189, 190, 203, 216, 
—, natural science, 124; value of 
geometry, 134; science foreign 
to, 137, 172; relation of means 
and ends, 137 

—, Theology of, an appendix to 
ethics, 139; Reason of the world, 
175; providence, 177; divine 
element in man, 178 

—, Writings of, 98 

Socratic philosophy, 374; asks 
What things are in themselves, 
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40; different from what had 
preceded, 39; developed by 
Plato, 42, 391; leads to Idealism, 
42; peculiar character of, 43; 
imperfectly represented in So- 
cratic Schools, 51; different 
aspects of, 390, 389; scanty 
notices of, in Aristotle, 101; 
knowledge the centre of, 44, 
106; disputes about the cha- 
racter of, 117; moral views of, 
45, 109; comprehensive cha- 
racter of, 47; developed, 47; 
subjective character of, 116; 
two branches of, united by 
Zeno, 253 


Socratic School, a loose association 


of admirers, 68; a branch of, 
established by Euclid, 250; Cy- 
renaic branch of, 337 


Socratic Schools, imperfect at- 


tempts to expand Socratic prin- 
ciple, 50, 391; starting points 
for Stoicism, 50, 1, 247; diverge 
from Socrates, 248; disintegra- 
tion of, 389; cover the same 
ground as Socrates, 50; doctrine 
of pleasure finds a place in, 160; 
friendship defended by, 163; 
founders of, 247; inconsisten- 
cies of, 386; followers of So- 
crates, 387; their importance, 
389, 390; doctrine of oneness 
of virtue and knowledge, 312; 

independence of wants, 315 


Socratic dialogues, 159, 184; doc- 


trine of morals, 159; education, 
243; Eros, 124, 126; Ethics, 
240; idea of a ruler, 242; 
knowledge of self, 121; method, 
125; mode of teaching, 241; 
search for conceptions, 48; 
thoughts, 244; teaching, 159, 
182, 245; view, 48; type of 
virtue, 74; doctrine of virtue, 
140; conception of virtue, 147 ; 
circle, 327 ; traits in Aristippus, 
372 
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Socratic teaching, various ele- 
ments in, 391 

Solon’s constitution re-established, 
31 

Sophist, Socrates taken for a, 210; 
meaning of the term, 190; An- 
tisthenes in the capacity of, 
285 

‘ Sophistes,’ the, of Plato, 266 

Sophistic tendencies, practical 
effect of, 2; teaching, 2, 114; 
enquiries, 2; influence of, 
views, 311, 338 

-Sophists call everything in ques- 
tion, 1; Euripides related to 
the better, 16; rationalising 
spirit of, 26 ; avow selfish prin- 
ciples, 28 ; introduce systematic 
education, 55; public teachers, 
67 ; little dependence placed in, 
by Socrates, 66; dogmatism 
overthrown by, 112; believe 
real knowledge impossible, 112; 
meet the want of the age with 
skill, 113; recognise unsatis- 


factoriness of older culture, 114; 


caprice of, 116, 117 ; destroyed 
the contending views of natural 
philosophers, 124; ignorance 
their leading thought, 124; con- 
tests with, 133 ; made education 
a necessary for statesmen, 169; 
travellers, 4 ; impart an electri- 
cal shock to their age, 186 ; their 
relation to Socrates, 187, 188, 
333 ; moral teaching of older, 
190; draw philosophy away 
from nature to morals, 191; 
failure of, 191; their hatred of 
Socrates, 203 ; did not take part 
in his accusation, 203, 205; 
small political influence of, 204; 
rhetorical display of, 216; 
Schools of, 218; pernicious in- 
fluence of, 218; corrupters of 
the people, 218; arguments of, 
265 ; hold that every object can 
only be called by its own pecu- 


INDEX. 


STO 


liar name, 296; required pay- 
ment for instruction, 339 ; views 
on knowledge and pleasure, 387; 
diversities of, 387 
iad vont hte @ narrower limitation 
of Socrates’ teaching, 388 ; ten- 
dency to, 387 

Sophocles, illustrating problem of 
philosophy, 6, 10; difference 
between, and Aschylus, 12 

Sophroniscus, father of Socrates, 
54,1 

Sorites, the, of Megarians, 266; 
attributed to Eubulides, 268 

230 

Spartan education, 243 

Spartans, Cyrus the friend of, 
230 

State, the, views of Socrates on, 
165-168 

Stilpo, a Megarian philosopher, 
260; friend of Thrasymachus, 
252; placed highest good in 
apathy, 277; his captiousness, 
277; rejects every combination 
of subject and predicate, 276 ; 
denies that general conceptions 
can be applied to individual 
things, 260; an object of won- 
der to his contemporaries, 253 ; 
learnt Cynicism from Diogenes, 
253; united teaching of Mega- 
rian and Cynic Schools, 284: 
his free views on religion, 283 

Stoa, Stilpo the precursor of, 253, 
284; took the Cynic principles, 
335, 390 

Stobzeus, quotes the words of Dio- 
genes, 308 

Stoicism, an outcome of Cynicism, 
50 

Stoics, hold a standard of know- 
ledge to be possible, 45; their 
apathy, 46, 117; later philoso- 
phers, 105; consider Socrates 
the inaugurator of a new philo- 
sophical epoch, 100; declare 
personal conviction the standard 


INDEX. 


SUB 


of truth, 116; views of indi- 
vidual independence, 161, 382 ; 
comprehensive system of, 283; 
secure freedom by suicide, 319; 
in advance of Cynics, 381 

Subjective character of the theory 
of Socrates, 116, 117 

Superficial treatment of morals 
by Socrates, 155 

Siivern, theory of, on the scope of 
the ‘ Clouds,’ 216 

Symposium of Plato, 101, 210; of 
Xenophon, 74, 79; Plato’s de- 
scription of, 215 


([ALTHYBIUS, in Euripides, 18 


Tartarus, received notions re- 


specting, 24 
Teiresias explains birth of Bacchus, 
17 


Test science of truth, 44 

‘Thestetus,’ the, 125 

Thebans, Simmias and Cebes two, 
246 

Theodorus called the Atheist, a 
pupil of Aristippus, 342, 376; 
not altogether satisfied with 
Aristippus, 379 ; his pupils Bio 
and Euemerus, 343, 378; won- 
tonly attacks popular faith, 367; 
considers pleasure and pain 
neither good nor bad in them- 
selves, 379, 383 

Thessaly, visited by Sophists, 4 

Thessalian legend of Poseidon, 26 

Thrasybulus, 211, 225 

Thrasymachus of Corinth, 251, 
252 

Thucydides illustrating the pro- 
blem of philosophy, 27 ; a mat- 
ter-of-fact writer, 27 

Timseus of Plato, 137 

Timon, 255 

Titan in Mschylus, 9, 13 

Tragedians, illustrating the philo- 
sophy of, 4 


407 
XEN 


Tragedy, Greek, involves a con-- 
tradiction, 7; analysis of, 5 

Tribon, the, 316 

Trojan War, legend of, 3 


U* ITY, Greek, in Socratic age,. 
3 


Utility, the practical test of vir- 
tue, 124; with Socrates, 134 


RTUE, Socratic type of, 73; 

Socratic doctrine that virtue 

is knowledge, 140; Socratic 

conception of, 156 ; Cynic notion 
of, 310 


SDOM and Folly, 
ideas of, 313 
Wolf, 215 
Worship of God, 175 


Cynic 


ANTHIPPE, wife of Socrates,. 
61, 166 

Xenophanes, his doctrine of the 
One, 278 

Xenophon, 179, 239; a pupil of 
Socrates, 212; his account of 
Socrates, 72, 73, 76, 89, 91, 137,. 
170, 171, 181, 182, 184, 185, 155, 
116, 159, 161; of the damédnoy, 
84; his ‘ Memorabilia,’ 72, 75, 
78, 102, 132, 167, 183 ; objection 
raised by, 80; Symposium, 79, 
74; and Plato as authorities, 98, 
99, 100, 101, 102; writings of, 
98; supposed popular philoso- 
phy of, 99; description chal- 
lenged, 135, 183; true, 161, 181; 
on nature, 134 ; agreement with 
Plato and Aristotle, 181; vindi- 
cated against Schleiermacher,. 
183; Apology of, 205; reply to 
charges, 221 ; sketch of an ideal 
ruler, 243 


408 ; INDEX. 


ZEN ZEN 


ENO, the Eleatic, supposed con- branches of Socratic philoso- 
nection with Socrates, 58, phy, 253, 283, 284 
269, 270; criticism of, 265, | Zeno, A’schylus’ conception of, 7, 
266 9; Sophocles’ conception of, 11 ; 
Zeno, the Stoic, united two Euripides’ conception of, 18 
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